r.T\<  V^ 


T' 


☆ 

^  dtic 

0 


"RAMP-TO  RAMP"  TRANSFERS  OF 
FOREIGN  MILITARY  SALES  AIRCRAFT 
AND  RELATED  LOGISTICS  PROBLEMS 

THESIS 

Lewis  J.  Edwards.  Captain.  USAF 

AETIT/^l  »«/!  C?D<n-iC  iC 


Tins  dcKvmppt  bcs  been  approved 
loieaso  and  'oJe;  its 
Ou'lr;."ru:ior!  i?: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

AIR  UNIVERSITY 


92-04895 


AIR  FORCE  INSTITUTE  OF  TECHNOLOGY 


Wrigbt-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 


9  2  2  S.'t  092 


TfflS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST 
QUALITY  AVAILABLE.  THE  COPY 
FURNISHED  TO  DTIC  CONTADIED 
A  SIGNinCANT  NUMBER  OF 
PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 


AFIT/GLM/LSR/91S-16 


"RAMP-TO-RAMP"  TRANSFERS  OF 
FOREIGN  MILITARY  SALES  AIRCRAFT 
AND  RELATED  LOGISTICS  PROBLEMS 

THESIS 

Lewis  J.  Edwards,  Captain,  USAF 
AFIT/GLM/LSR/91S-16 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited 


.  i>i* 


The  views  expressed  in  this  thesis  are  those  of  the  authors 
and  do  not  reflect  the  official  policy  or  position  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  the  U.S.  Government. 


AFIT/GLM/LSR/91S-16 


"RAMP-TO-RAMP"  TRANSFERS  OF  FOREIGN  MILITARY  SALES  AIRCRAFT 
AND  RELATED  LOGISTICS  PROBLEMS 

THESIS 

Presented  to  the  Faculty  of  the  School  of  Systems  &  Logistics 
of  the  Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology 
Air  University 
In  Partial  Fulfillment  of  the 
Requirements  for  the  Degree  of 
Master  of  Science  in  Supply  Management 


Lewis  J.  Edwards.  B.B.A. 
Captain.  USAF 

September  1991 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited 


Preface 

This  study  examined  the  effectiveness  of  the  ”ramp-to-ramp" 
concept  of  aircraft  transfers  to  the  governments  of  allied  and 
friendly  nations  through  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  (FMS)  Program. 
The  primary  goal  of  this  concept  was  to  deliver  the  aircraft  to  the 
FMS  countries  earlier  and  at  a  lower  cost.  Under  this  concept,  the 
costs  associated  with  storage  and  removal  from  the  Aircraft 
Maintenance  and  Regeneration  Center  (AMARC)  were  avoided. 
Procurement  leadtime  and  availability  of  support  equipment  proved 
to  be  an  important  limiting  factor  in  the  timely  execution  of  "ramp- 
to-ramp"  transfers. 
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Abstract 

This  thesis  exarriined  the  concept  of  "ramp-to-ramp"  aircraft 
transfers  in  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  Avoidance  of 
storage  costs  was  the  major  benefit  of  this  concept,  and  the  lack  of 
support  eguipment  and  spare  parts  are  the  major  drawbacks. 

Planning  and  coordination,  logistical  problems,  and  contlicting  USAF 
regulations,  programs,  and  policies  were  examined  to  determine  the 
effect  each  had  on  the  "ramp-to-ramp“  transfer  of  the  last 
remaining  F-5  aircraft  to  FMS  countries.  A  study  of  background 
papers,  electronic  messages,  minutes  from  meetings,  and  published 
articles  was  used  to  develop  an  understanding  of  the  organization 
and  planning  process  involved  with  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer  of 
aircraft.  Personal  Interviews  described  strengths,  weaknesses,  and 
problems.  The  concept  worked  better  in  theory  than  in  practice. 

The  lack  of  sufficient  support  equipment  to  accompany  delivery  of 
the  aircraft  was  the  most  limiting  factor.  Political  considerations, 
lack  of  logistical  planning  tools,  and  conflicting  organizational 
goals  reduced  the  effectiveness  of  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfers.  The 
problems  associated  with  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  can  be 
alleviated  through  better  management  of  support  equipment,  the 
reconciliation  and  merging  of  organizational  goals,  a  systematic 
view  of  FMS.  and  modernization  of  the  weapon  systems  in  the  forces 
of  allied  and  friendly  nations. 


RAMP-TO-RAMP"  TRANSFERS  OF  FOREIGN  MILITARY  SALES  AIRCRAFT 


AND  RELATED  LOGISTICS  PROBLEMS 


Introduction 


This  thesis  will  focus  on  a  developing  Foreign  f.-liiitarv  Sales 
concept  referred  to  as  "ramp  to  ramp"  aircraft  transfers.  The 
United  States  Air  Force  fUSAF)  used  this  concept  in  the  1988/89 
sale  of  F-5  aircraft  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  This 
thesis  will  explore  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  "ramp  to 
ramp"  concept  as  related  to  the  sale  of  the  last  USAF  F-5s  to  the 
governments  of  Brazil.  Flonduras.  Morocco,  and  Tunisia.  Department 
of  Defense  and  U.S.  Air  Force  regulations,  policies,  and  programs 
will  be  examined  to  determine  how  they  either  help  or  hinder  the 
goals  of  the  Securitv  Assistance  Program. 


General  Issue 

Foreign  Military  Sales  of  Operational  Aircraft.  In  1989.  the  U.S. 
sold  the  remaining  operational  USAF  F-5  aircraft  to  the  governments 
of  Brazil.  Honduras.  Morocco,  and  Tunisia  using  the  "ramp  to  ramp" 
transfer.  These  aircraft  were  not  processed  through  the  Aircraft 


Maintenance  and  Regeneration  Center,  but  delivered,  after  repairs 
and  modifications,  in  operational  status  directly  to  the  foreign 
governments.  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  (AFLCL  and  specifically 
the  International  Logistics  Center  (AFLC-ILC).  experienced  varying 
levels  of  problems  in  putting  together  sufficient  guantities  of 
spares,  support  eguipment  (SF).  and  cartridge  a. .,vated/oropellent 
activated  devices  (CAD/PAD)  to  accompany  the  sale. 

Background.  Federal  budgets  of  the  1980s  provided  funds  for 
modernization  throughout  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  apparent 
end  of  the  cold  \Arar  in  late  1989  and  early  1990  halted  the  previous 
generous  budget  trends,  and  Congress  mandated  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  reduce  spending.  An  element  of  the  USAF's  planning  to 
reduce  total  expenditures  was  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  force  and  to 
streamline  operations  into  a  more  effective  organization.  The 
effects  of  this  reduction  in  both  manpower  and  weapon  systems 
were  expected  to  cause  the  early  retirement  of  significant  numbers 
of  aircraft  from  the  active  USAF  inventory.  It  was  also  anticipated 
that  as  these  aircraft  were  withdrawn  from  the  inventory  that  manv 
of  them  would  become  available  for  the  Foreign  Military  Sales 
Program  (23:100-101). 

Prior  to  January  1989.  the  standard  procedure  for  aircraft  phase¬ 
out  placed  the  aircraft  in  storage  in  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  and 
Regeneration  Center  (AMARC)  facility  at  Davis  Monthan  Air  Force 
Base.  Arizona.  Eventually,  some  of  the  aircraft  were  taken  out  of 
stoiage  and  sold  to  the  governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations 
(23:101). 


The  same  budget  constraints  that  caused  the  planned  reduction  in 
the  size  of  the  USAF  a'so  reduced  the  money  allocated  to  allied  and 
friendly  foreign  governments  through  Security  Assistance  for  the 
Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  In  January  of  1989.  Headquarters. 
USAF.  published  a  new  concept  for  transferring  aircraft  under  the 
Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  This  new  concept  of  "ramp  to  ramp" 
transfer  avoided  the  storage  of  aircraft  at  the  Aircraft  Maintenance 
ana  Regeneration  Center  by  delivering  the  aircraft  directly  from  the 
active  USAF  inventory  to  the  government  of  the  allied  or  fnendlv 
nation  f23;100). 

During  his  tenure  as  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff.  General  Larrv  Welch 
directed  that  all  sales  to  FMS  Customers  use  the  "ramp  to  ramo" 
procedure  and  avoid  the  additional  expense  of  AMARC  storage  (I9i. 
During  a  visit  to  Morocco  m  November  1989.  General  Welch 
expressed  h's  desire  to  transfer  aircraft  to  all  FMS  Customers  at  the 
lowest  possioi*^  cost  and  in  doing  so  to  increase  the  perceivea  value 
of  U.S.  sponsored  Secuoty  Assistance  (il). 

Specific  Problem 

The  strengths  and  weaknesses  (advantages/disadvantages  j  of  the 
"ramp  to  ramp"  concept  used  for  the  1988-89  F-5  sale  to  Brazil. 
Honduras.  Morocco,  and  Tunisia  were  not  considered  from  a 
svstematic  viewpoint.  USAF  regulations,  policies,  and  programs 
often  conflicted  with  the  goals  of  the  Security  Assistance  Program, 


Research  Objectives 

The  first  purpose  of  this  thesis  was  to  identify  the  strengths  and 
weaknesses  of  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  associated  with  the 
1988-89  sale  of  F-5  aircraft  to  Brazil.  Honduras.  Morocco,  and 
Tunisia.  The  second  purpose  was  to  identify  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  and  USAF  regulations,  policies,  and  programs  that 
significantly  affect  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  and  those  that  may 
conflict  with  the  goals  of  the  Security  Assistance  Program. 


Research  Questions 

1.  What  offices  and  individuals  were  instrumental  in  the  1988- 
89  "ramp  to  ramp"  sale  of  the  F-5  aircraft? 

2.  What  logistical  considerations  were  unique  to  the  1988-89 
sale  of  F-5  aircraft  and  directly  attributable  to  the  "ramp  to  ramp" 
concept? 

3.  What  DOD/USAF  regulations,  policies,  and  programs  conflict 
with  the  goals  of  the  Security  Assistance  Program? 
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Definitions 


Aircraft  Maintenance  and  Regeneration  Center  (AMARC) 

(connmonly  referred  to  as  the  "boneyard")  is  located  at  Davis  Monthan 
AFB.  Arizona.  This  is  the  retirement  home  for  USAF  aircraft  as  they 
retire  from  the  active  inventory.  There  is  substantial  cost  involved 
with  both  preparing  an  aircraft  for  storage,  and  for  maintaining  that 
aircraft  while  in  storage. 

Cartridge  Activated  Devjces/Propellant  Activated  Device 
(CAD/PAD)  are  common  explosive  items  associated  with  the  egress 
(election  seat)  system  of  an  aircraft.  This  class  of  items  includes 
the  explosive  charge  that  blasts  the  pilot  and  seat  from  the  aircraft, 
the  rocket  that  propels  the  pilot  and  seat  up  and  away  from  the 
aircraft,  and  the  small  charge  that  separates  the  pilot  from  the  seat. 
CAD/PAD  IS  commonly  associated  with,  but  not  limited  to.  the 
egress  system.. 

Foreign  Military  Sales  (FMS)  are  the  sale  of  defense  goods  and 
services  to  allied  and  friendly  governments  under  provisions  of 
Security  Assistance. 

"Ramp  to  Ramp"  Aircraft  Transfer  is  the  practice  of  selling 
operational  aircraft  directly  to  the  governments  of  allied  and 
friendly  nations,  and  avoiding  the  cost  of  AMARC  storage.  The 
aircraft  are  commonly  removed  from  active  USAF  inventory  and 


flown  directly  to  the  buying  country.  Often,  extensive  repairs  are 
performed  at  U.S.  Depots  at  the  expense  of  the  FMS  Customer. 

Security  Assistance  consists  of  all  those  activities  conducted 
under  the  authority  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  the 
Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976. 

Support  Equipment  (SE)  consists  of  start  carts,  ground  heating 
and  air  conditioning  units,  test  equipment,  and  all  other  hardware 
necessary  to  operate  and  service  an  aircraft.  The  cost  of  SE  is 
usually  a  very  significant  portion  of  the  total  FMS  expenditure  for 
aircraft. 

Scope 

The  scope  of  this  research  will  be  limited  to  the  1989  sale  of  the 
last  of  the  F-5  aggressor  aircraft  to  the  governments  of  Brazil. 
Honduras.  Morocco,  and  Tunisia.  Sales  of  other  aircraft  will  be 
mentioned  to  illustrate  certain  aspects  of  the  "ramp  to  ramp" 
concept. 

Benefits  of  This  Research 

The  findings  of  this  research  will  identify  problem  areas, 
regulatory  conflicts,  and  areas  for  improvement  in  the  transfer  ot 
aircraft  under  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept.  Improvements  in  the 


overall  transfer  process  will  better  meet  the  objectives  of  the 
Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  Given  favorable  circumstances  and 
conditions,  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  may  result  in  more  aircraft 
available  to  the  FMS  program  at  a  cost  that  is  realistic  to  the 
governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations.  A  substantial  savings  is 
possible  to  the  buying  government.  In  effect,  each  dollar  will  buy 
more  warfighting  capability,  and  smaller  FMS  allocations  will 
deliver  greater  value  to  the  recipient  nations.  Savings  generated  bv 
efficient  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfers  can  help  DOD's  contribution  to  a 
reduced  national  budget  and  minimize  potential  negative  effects  on 
security  assistance  and  foreign  policy. 


Chapter  Summary 

Chapter  I  introduced  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  of  aircraft 
transfers.  It  described  logistical  problems  associated  with  this 
concept  and  proposed  research  objective  and  questions.  Chapter  1 
defined  terms  peculiar  to  Foreign  Militarv  Sales  and  Security 
Assistance  and  described  the  scope  and  benefits  of  this  research 
project. 


Overview  of  Thesis 

Chapter  II  presents  Methodologv.  It  will  describe  the  procedures 
emploved  in  this  thesis  to  develop  the  research  objectives  and 
answer  the  research  questions. 


Chapter  III  is  a  Literature  Review.  It  will  provide  inlormation 
concerning  the  sale  of  aircraft,  support  equipment,  and  associated 


articles  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  More 
specifically,  it  relates  documentation  on  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept 
and  AMARC  method  of  transferring  aircraft  to  the  governments  of 
allied  and  friendly  nations.  Different  requirements  for  logisticallv 
supporting  those  two  methods  are  discussed  based  on  personal 
interviews,  electronic  messages,  minutes  of  meetings,  various 
background  papers,  and  briefings. 

The  second  portion  of  this  literature  review  will  examine 
specific  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  United  States  Air  Force 
(USAF)  regulations,  policies,  and  programs  that  conflict  with  the 
goals  of  the  Security  Assistance  Program. 

Chapter  IV  is  the  Findings  and  Conclusions.  It  will  summarize 
and  discuss  information  resulting  from  interviews  with  Air  Force 
officers  and  DoD  civilian  employees  relating  to  tne  research 
objectives  and  questions.  Officers  and  civilian  employees  from 
HQ  AFLC.  AFLC-ILC.  the  Pentagon  and  USAF  depots  provided  this 
information. 

Chapter  V  gives  Recommendations  and  will  discuss  the  findings 
and  propose  possible  applications  for  the  information  developed  in 
this  study. 
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II.  Methodology 


Overview 

The  research  objective  was  developed  through  a  combination  of 
literature  review  and  personal  interviews.  According  to  Business 
Research  Methods  by  Emory,  a  literature  review  is  a  valid  researcn 
technique  to  relate  previously  published  information,  and  is  a 
starting  point  to  discover  other  sources  of  information.  A  literature 
review,  being  secondary  data,  conserves  both  time  and  monev. 
Information  developed  by  other  individuals  and  organizations  is  used 
to  substantiate  the  current  project.  The  collection  of  primarv  data 
IS  beyond  the  scope  of  many  research  projects.  Government  agencies 
purposefully  collect  and  publish  primary  data  to  aid  research 
efforts.  The  bibliographies  of  published  research  may  provide  road 
maps  to  guide  new  research  in  the  same  field  (12:140). 

Personal  interviews,  according  to  Business  Research  Methods  bv 
Emory,  bring  the  knowledge  and  expertise  of  individuals  working  in 
the  field  to  the  research  project.  The  quality  of  information 
collected  through  personal  interviews  is  much  better  than  that 
collected  through  mail  surveys  or  telephone  interviews.  Greater 
depth  and  detail  can  be  reached  through  personal  interviews  than  bv 
other  interview  methods. 

The  interviewer  has  the  ability  to  control  the  time  and  setting  of 
the  interview.  Respondents  can  be  screened  prior  to  the  interview 
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to  determine  if ‘they  are  qualified  to  provide  adequate  information. 

A  prime  advantage  of  the  personal  interview  is  that  the  interviewer 
can  adjust  the  interview  process  to  better  match  the 
characteristics  of  the  respondent.  The  interviewer  can  observe  the 
effects  and  problems  that  the  questions  are  having  and  make 
adjustments  to  the  interview  process  to  compensate. 

In  personal  interviews,  the  respondent  should  be  capable  of 
answering  the  questions,  understand  his  or  her  role  in  the  process, 
and  be  willing  to  cooperate.  The  interviewer  should  be  careful  not 
to  bias  the  responses.  However,  the  interviewer  mav  explain  what 
tvpe  of  answer  is  desired,  the  level  of  detail,  and  in  what  terms  the 
answer  should  be  expressed  (12;160T 

Methodology 

The  following  steps  were  taken  to  adequatelv  identifv  the 
strengths  and  weaknesses  associated  with  the  1988-89  'Tamp  to 
ramp"  transfer  of  F-5  aircraft  to  the  governments  of  Brazil. 
Honduras.  Morocco,  and  Tunisia: 

Research  Question  'M.  (What  offices  and  individuals  were 
instrumental  in  the  1988-89  "ramp  to  ramp"  sale  of  the  F-5 
aircraft?)  was  answered  through  a  literature  review. 

The  people  chosen  for  experience  surveys  and  interviews  were 
directly  involved  with  the  1988/89  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer  or 


were  in  positions  to  influence  the  planning  process.  In  the  case  of 
the  Pentagon  interviews,  the  officers  interviewed  possessed 
corporate  knowledge  of  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer,  had  extensive 
firsthand  knowledge  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  concept,  and  had 
opportunities  to  view  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  from  several 
viewpoints. 

Research  Question  ^2.  (What  logistical  considerations  were 
involved  in  the  1988-89  sale  of  the  F-5  aircraft  and  directiv 
attributable  to  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept?)  was  answered  bv 
experience  surveys,  and  personal  interviews. 

Research  Question  -^3.  (What  DOD/USAF  regulations,  policies,  ana 
programs  conflict  with  the  goals  of  the  Security  Assistance 
Program?)  was  answered  by  personal  interviews  and  literature 
review  of  DOD  and  USAF  regulations. 


Chapter  Summary 

Chapter  II  presented  the  methodology.  It  described  the 
procedures  employed  in  this  thesis  to  develop  the  research 
objectives  and  answer  the  research  questions.  The  next  chapter 
presents  the  literature  review.  It  will  provide  information 
concerning  the  sale  of  aircraft,  support  equipment,  and  associated 
articles  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program. 


III.  Literature  Review 


Introduction 

The  first  portion  of  this  literature  review  provides  information 
concerning  the  sale  of  aircraft,  support  equipment,  and  associated 
articles  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  More 
specifically,  it  relates  documentation  on  the  "ramp  to  ramio"  conceot 
and  AMARC  method  of  transferring  aircraft  to  the  governments  of 
allied  and  friendly  nations,  and  the  different  requirements  for 
logistically  supporting  those  two  methods. 

The  second  portion  of  this  literature  review  examines  Department 
of  Defense  (DOD)  and  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  regulations, 
policies,  and  programs  that  conflict  with  the  goals  of  the  Security 
Assistance  Program. 


Topic  Statement 

The  regulations  and  policies  of  the  Air  Force  Logistics  Command 
minimize  surplus  and  promote  the  most  cost  effective  use  of  scarce 
U.S.  resources  in  support  of  U.S.  requirements  (22).  The  logistics 
required  to  accompany  a  "ramp  to  ramp"  aircraft  transfer  run 
contrary  to  present  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  regulations  and 
policies  (23:101). 


Air  Force  Logistics  Command  did  not  have  adequate  lead  time  or 
regulatory  flexibility  to  properly  plan  and  provide  spare  parts  and 
supoort  equipment  packages  to  complement  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
aircraft  from  recently  deactivated  USAF  inventories  directly  to  the 
governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations  (14). 

Justification 

The  Air  Force  Logistics  Command/International  Logistics  Center 
at  Wright-Patterson  AFB.  Ohio,  is  responsible  for  suoporting 
aircraft  and  aircraft  subsystems  of  U.S.  origin  operated  bv  tne 
governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations.  The  Vice  Commander  and 
the  Director  of  Plans  and  Policy  of  Air  Force  Logistics 
Command/International  Logistics  Center  requested  a  studv  to 
document  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  associated  with  the  1988- 
89  "ramp  to  ramp"  sale  of  the  USAF's  remaining  F-5  aircraft  through 
the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program  (14). 

AFLC-ILC  and  other  DoD  agencies  will  use  the  information 
developed  or  discovered  by  this  studv  to  help  in  planning  future 
aircraft  transfers  (14). 

Scope 

This  review  presents  documentation  concerning  the  sale  of  the 
USAF  F-5  aggressor  squadron  aircraft  which  were  deactivated 
between  February  and  September  1988  (2:2).  Supporting  and 


clarifying  information  was  extracted  from  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  regulations  and  publications.  USAF  regulations,  and  military 
and  professional  journals.  This  thesis  contains  documented 
conversations  and  interviews  with  key  participants  who 
participated  in  the  planning  and  execution  of  the  F-5  aggressor 
aircraft  sale  within  the  USAF  and  Department  of  Defense.  Any 
evidence  of  future  sales  with  similarities  to  the  F-5  aggressor 
squadron  aircraft  sale  is  also  presented  (8). 

Method  of  Treatment  and  Organization 

This  review  presents  minutes  of  meetings,  electronic  messages, 
talking  papers,  and  documented  interviews  in  chronological  order,  to 
oartially  illustrate  planning  for  the  sale  of  the  F-5  aggressor 
squadron  aircraft.  An  article  from  the  Defense  Institute  of  Security 
Assistance  Management  Journal  elaborates  on  the  differences 
between  the  two  methods  of  transferring  aircraft  to  the 
governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations. 

An  examination  of  DOD  and  USAF  regulations  identifies  policies 
and  programs  that  affect  and  may  conflict  with  goals  ot  the  Security 
Assistance  Program. 

Discussion  of  the  Documentation 

A  background  paper  was  prepared  on  29  February  1988.  as  general 
information  for  the  F-5  community,  by  Headquarters.  USAF.  This 


paper  detailed  aspects  of  F-5  spares  and  equipment  and  made 
several  observations  on  the  management  of  the  Foreign  Military 
Sales  Program. 

-Logistics  support  for  retiring  USAF  assets  is  achievable. 

-Problems  have  occurred  because  the  appropriate  decision  makers 
have  not  understood  in  detail  how  the  system  works. ...(25:6) 

The  text  alluded  to  the  reduced  security  assistance  budgets  and 
the  Department  of  Defense's  desire  to  offer  "surplus"  equipment  to 
fill  the  gulf  between  budget  shortages  and  the  foreign  government's 
perceived  needs  (25:1). 

The  process  of  curtailing  spare  parts  and  support  equioment 
procurement  orior  to  phase  out  was  discussed.  Conclusions 
indicated  that  the  present  system  must  change  to  incorporate  the 
phase  out  of  aircraft.  Foreign  Military  Sales,  and  continued 
logistical  support  for  the  aircraft  while  operated  by  governments  of 
allied  or  friendiv  nations  (25:7).  The  entire  text  of  the  bacKqround 
paper  is  shown  as  Appendix  A. 

On  8  March  1988.  Director.  Material  Management  at  the  San 
Antonio  Air  Logistics  Center  issued  a  message  which  stated  ail  tnat 
was  known  about  the  unprogrammed  phase  out  of  the  F-5  aggressor 
squadron  aircraft.  The  text  of  the  message  covered  the  announced 
force  structure  changes,  aircraft  status,  financial  commitments  to 
F-5  modifications  and  spares,  and  a  proposed  meeting  sponsored  bv 
AFLC/Logistics  Operations  Center.  Topics  for  proposed  meeting 
were  as  follows: 


1.  Future  usage  (of  F-5  aircraft) 

2.  Aircraft  Transfers 

3.  Long  Term  Storage 

4.  Aircraft  Modifications 

5.  Aircraft  Sales 

6.  Disposition  of  Damaged  Aircraft 

7.  Longeron  Repair  Strategy  (8) 

The  full  text  of  this  message  is  shown  as  Appendix  B. 

A  message  dated  18  Aoril  88  from  Air  Force  Logistics 
Command/Ml  acknowledged  the  need  to  find  an  alternative  meinod. 
other  than  storage  at  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  and  Regeneration 
Center,  of  transferring  aircraft  to  Foreign  Military  Sales  countries. 
The  need  for  high  level  USAF  management  decisions  and  directives 
was  recognized  due  to  the  many  agencies  involved  in  such  a  policy 
change  (16:1).  This  message  is  shown  as  Appendix  C. 

Minutes  of  F-5  Disposition  Conference.  San  Antonio  Air  Logistics 
Center.  Kelly  AFB  TX.  dated  15-16  Nov  88.  identified  Honduras. 
Brazil.  Thailand.  Tunisia,  and  Morocco  as  the  countries  that  woula 
purchase  the  F-5  aggressor  squadron  aircraft.  Large  numbers  of  the 
aircraft  were  identified  as  needing  upper  cockpit  longeron 
replacement  at  the  depot  maintenance  facility  located  at  RAF 
Kemble  prior  to  delivery  to  the  buying  country.  Problem  areas 
discussed  at  this  meeting  were  as  follows: 


1.  F-5  Peculiar  Spares 

a.  Inability  to  identify  F-5  peculiar  spares 

b.  Spares  are  not  centrally  managed 

2.  F-5  Peculiar  Support  Equipment 

a.  Inability  to  identify  F-5  peculiar  support  eauioment 

b.  Support  equipment  not  centrally  locaied 

3.  Depot  Level  reoair  prior  to  delivery  to  foreign  aovernment 
buyer 

a.  Storage  costs 

D.  Point  in  time  ot  ownership  transfer 

c.  Reimbursement  of  AFLC  expenditures  through  tne  Foreign 
Military  Sales  Program 

e.  Item  management  responsibility  after  the  sale 

4.  Cartridge  activated  devices/propeilent  activateo  devices 

a.  Long  lead  times 

b.  Small  production  capability/few  manufactures 

c.  No  supply  replacement  requests  in  the  system  for 
aircraft  at  phase  out 

d.  Plan  to  match/change  oeliveiv  of  CAD/PAD 

to  follow  aircraft  to  FMS  country  after  the  sale 

5.  Failure  to  bring  all  affected/involved  agencies  into 
information/planning  loop  ^24:100-101). 

A  15  May  1990  message  proviaed  Defense  Logistics  Agency 
organizations  phase  down  information  for  the  F-4  iPhantomt  aircraft 
system.  The  USAF  planned  to  reduce  the  numbers  of  operational  F-4 


aircraft  from  1210  to  534  by  Oct  90.  to  94  by  Oct  92.  and  to  5  bv 
Oct  95.  On  hand  stocks  of  all  F-4  peculiar  items  were  reduced  to 
50'^/o  and  all  procurement  and  contracting  actions  were  reviewed  for 
termination  (8).  The  complete  text  of  this  message  is  shown  as 
Appendix  D. 

In  an  article  published  in  the  Summer  1989  issue  of  the  Defense 
institute  of  Security  Assistance  Management  (DISAM)  Journal.  Lt  Coi 
Paul  Schonenberg  described  two  different  methods  of  transferring 
aircraft  to  the  governments  of  allied  and  friendly  governments 
(23:100) 

The  first,  and  currently  favored,  method  involved  storing  tne 
aircraft  in  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  and  Regeneration  Center  at 
Davis  Monthan  .AFB  AZ  and  then  taking  it  out  of  storage  when  it  was 
sold  to  a  foreign  government.  The  other,  called  a  "ramp  to  ramp" 
transfer,  was  a  new  concept  where  aircraft  are  withdravvm  from 
active  USAF  inventories,  declared  excess  to  the  needs  of  the  USAF. 
and  delivered  directly  to  the  governments  of  the  buying  nation.  The 
costs  of  storing  and  removing  aircraft  from  storage  at  the  Aircraft 
Maintenance  and  Regeneration  Center  were  relatively  expensive 
compared  to  the  basic  cost  of  the  aircraft.  Many  times,  the  storage 
costs  put  the  aircraft  financially  out  of  reach  of  the  Foreign  Militarv 
Sales  Program  countries.  The  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfer  bypasses  the 
additional  cost  of  storage  at  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  and 
Regeneration  Center,  but  has  problems  with  adeguate  logistical 
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support  to  accompany  the  aircraft  to  the  buying  country  (23:101- 
104). 

When  a  decision  was  made  to  phase  out  an  aircraft  from  the 
active  inventory  under  the  storage  concept,  procurement  for  spares 
and  support  equipment  diminished  and  eventually  ceased.  The 
aircraft  were  transferred  to  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  and 
Regeneration  Center  for  storage.  When  these  same  aircraft  were 
offered  for  sale  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales  Program,  there 
existed  very  limited  or  no  peculiar  spares  or  support  equioment.  The 
buying  country  then  entered  Into  a  contract  with  the  U.S.  Government 
to  buv  the  aircraft,  pav  the  storage  costs,  and  wait  the  lead  time  for 
the  production  of  peculiar  spares  and  support  equipment  (See  Figure 
1)  (23:102-103). 

The  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  eliminated  the  storage  expense  but 
suffered  from  the  diminished  procurement  and  replenishment 
policies  experienced  during  the  time  period  between  the  announced 
phase  out  and  the  actual  offer  for  sale  (See  Figure  2)  (23:102). 
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Figure  1.  Past/Current  Aircraft  Transfers  (23:102) 
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Figure  2.  AFLC  Policy  Gap  (23:102) 
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Regardless  of  the  procedure  for  transfer,  by  the  time  an  aircraft 
svstem  was  phased  out  of  the  active  USAF  inventory,  ail  the  support 
equipment  was  usually  beyond  its  economically  supportable  lifetime 
(23:103). 

The  Implications  and  Effects  of  the  DO-41  System  on  inventory 
Availability  to  Support  Foreign  Military  Sales 

A  major  shortfall  of  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  is  that  orior  to 
the  withdrawal  of  aircraft  from  the  active  service,  spare  oarts  and 
support  equipment  inventory  levels  are  forced  downward  to  the 
absolute  minimum.  From  the  viewpoint  of  AFLC.  this  is  the  ootimum 
position.  A  generic  quote  within  AFLC  describes  the  "best"  thing  to 
happen  to  "old  airplanes"  as: 

When  each  airplane  makes  its  last  flight  and  lands,  the 
airframe  turns  to  dust,  the  engines  melt  into  scrap,  there  are 
no  spares  anywhere  in  the  system,  and  ail  support  equioment  is 
compatible  with  and  needed  by  other  systems. 

The  requirement  to  reduce  inventories  and  the  mentalitv  as  Quoted 
above  creates  a  hardship  for  future  Foreign  Military  Sales.  This  is 
true  whether  the  aircraft  are  sold  directly  to  foreign  governments 
or  processed  through  AMARC.  In  the  case  of  direct  sales,  there  are 
not  enough  spares  or  support  equipment  to  support  sales  to  multiole 
locations,  or  to  governments  not  currently  operating  the  particular 
aircraft.  Eventual  sales  from  AMARC  encounter  long  leadtimes  for 


manufacturing  and  unusually  high  prices  due  to  small  order  size  and 
retooling/setup  costs. 

The  entire  process  that  culminates  in  levels  of  inventory 
inadequate  to  support  FMS  sales  begins  with  the  federal  budget. 
Under  the  Biennial  Programming  and  Budgeting  System  (BPPBS). 
every  weapon  svstem  is  evaluated  on  its  capabiiitv  to  perform  its 
mission  relative  to  the  threat  it  was  designed  to  counter.  As  a 
weapon  system  loses  its  abilitv  to  counter  a  threat,  or  newer 
weapons  systems  come  on  line  to  counter  the  same  threat,  that 
weapon  system  can  no  longer  justify  continued  expenditures  for 
maintenance,  upgrades,  and  other  forms  of  support.  A  reduced 
threat,  or  a  reduced  capabiiitv  to  counter  a  threat,  will  translate 
into  lessened  levels  of  fiving  hours  funded  through  the  Program 
Objective  Memorandum  (POM)  process  (fS). 

Each  military  Department  and  Defense  Agency  prepares  and 
submits  Its  POM  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  every  two  vears.  Tpp 
period  covered  bv  each  POM  submission  is  for  the  following  six 
years.  Until  the  recent  reorganization  (April  1991).  HQ  USAF/PRP. 
acting  as  chairman  of  the  Air  Staff  Board,  consolidated  the  incuts  of 
over  450  Program  Element  Monitors  (PEMi  into  the  AF  POM  (18). 

After  several  iterations  of  review  and  aporoval  within  Air  Force 
channels,  the  AF  POM  is  submitted  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  (OSD).  Once  reconciled  between  AF  and  OSD.  the  AF  POM  is 
submitted  to  Congress  as  part  of  the  President's  budget.  Congress 
mav  or  may  not  approve  all  spending  requests  by  the  AF.  and  under 


present  circumstances  the  odds  are  most  likely  that  the  AF  will  only 
receive  a  portion  of  what  was  requested  (10). 

Eventuallv.  funding  will  be  passed  down  to  the  AF  in  the  form  of 
obligation  authority.  HQ  USAF/XO/PR  establishes  the  flying  hour 
programs  for  each  individual  type  of  aircraft  according  to  the 
amount  of  money  in  the  budget  for  aircraft  operations.  This 
information  is  then  passed  along  to  HQ  AFLC  in  the  Quarterly  Flying 
Hour  Report  (Q-K008).  The  Q-K008  is  produced  three  times  a  vear 
and  displavs  the  Total  Aircraft  Inventory  (TAh.  or  the  total  number 
of  aircraft  to  support  during  the  next  four  months  (B).  HQ  AFLC/XRI 
uses  this  information  to  compute  numbers  of  spares  to  be  bought  to 
support  all  Active.  Reserve,  and  National  Guard  aircraft  through  the 
DO-41  (17).  Item  managers  then  check  current  inventory  levels 
against  what  is  authorized  to  procure  and  place  replenishment 
orders  as  needed  and  supported.  (18) 

The  availability  of  recoverable  consumption-type  replenishment 
spares,  or  Repair  Cycle  Assets,  is  of  critical  importance  to  the 
follow  on  support  of  Foreign  Military  Sales.  The  DO-41  Program  is 
the  USAF's  management  system  for  recoverable  assets  and  believed 
by  many  to  be  the  logical  starting  place  to  modify  inventorv 
procedures  for  future  FMS  sales  (15).  Air  Force  Logistics  Command 
Regulation  AFLCR  57-4  (Recoverable  Consumption  Item 
Requirements  System  [DO  41])  tells  how  to  compute  requirements 
for  recoverable  consumption-type  spares.  Requirements  and 
Inventory  levels  computed  by  the  procedures  as  described  in  AFLCR 
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57-4  reflect  average  material  support  needs  and  requirements  for 
USAF  operations  (4:1-2). 

In  an  overall  attempt  to  ensure  that  all  available  assets  are  used 
before  new  items  are  procured,  all  available  DOD  assets  are 
screened  to  preclude  unnecessary  acquisitions.  Before  an  item  can 
be  placed  on  contract  for  acquisition,  ail  stocks  must  be  screened  to 
determine  if  the  need  can  be  satisfied  bv  "modifying  excess 
inventories  or  other  items,  assembling  excess  components,  obtaining 
assets  removed  as  a  result  of  modification  programs,  or 
requisitioning  next  higher  assembly  (NHA)  excess"  (4:1 -5. c). 

The  DO-41  uses  forecasted  factors  in  requirements  computations. 
These  factors  are  based  on  the  number  of  demands  as  a  function  of 
programmed  flying  hours,  and  range  between  0  (zero)  and  1  (15). 

AFM  66-1  maintenance  data  and  maintenance  generated  demand  for 
spares  are  the  source  of  usage  data  (4:9-1. a).  Usage  and  Past 
Program  Data  are  reported  to  the  DO-41  through  the  G004L  (organic 
repair)  and  G019F  (contractor  repair)  (4:9-2. a).  Usage  data  is 
compiled  by  the  DO-41  system  in  the  form  of  an  eignt  quarter 
moving  average.  A  record  is  maintained  in  the  DO-41  svstem  for 
each  type  usage  and  updated  each  quarter  bv  adding  the  latest  of 
current  quarter's  usage  data  and  dropping  the  oldest  quarter  of  usage 
data  (4:9-2. c).  The  factors  process  is  designed  to  compute  factors 
quarterly  and  become  available  at  the  same  time  as  the  usage  data. 
An  equipment  specialist  (ES)  working  a  DO-41  program  can  override 
the  automated  factors  computation  and  insert  qualitative  factor 
during  any  computation  cycle  other  than  the  initial  cvcie  (4:9-15. c.). 


Computed  or  assigned  forecast  factors  derived  from  historical 
demand/usage  data  and  past  programmed  flying  hour  programs  are 
applied  to  the  first  quarter  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  and 
interpolated  factors  are  applied  to  intermediated  quarters  (4:7-4. a- 
d.)  according  to  future  programmed  flying  hours  as  reflected  in  the 
Q-K008.  Appropriate  factors  are  used  to  compute  the  various 
protected  quarterly  requirements.  Each  quarter's  program  is 
multiplied  by  the  related  factor  to  determine  the  requirements  tor 
that  particular  quarter.  Quarterly  results  are  accumulated,  roundea 
up  to  the  next  whole  unit,  then  "deaccumulated"  (4:7-4. f.i 

Factors  used  in  quarterly  computations,  either  determined  by  the 
DO-41  programming  or  inserted  bv  the  ES.  are  listed  as  follows: 

(1)  Total  organizational  intermediate  maintenance  (OIMi  demand 
rate  -  Used  to  compute  OiM  operational  requirements. 

(2)  OIM  depot  demand  rate  -  Used  to  compute  C>IM  depot  stock 
level  (fixed)  and  the  order  and  ship  time  (O&ST)  portion  of  the  OIM 
base  stock  level. 

(3)  OIM  base  repair  rate  -  used  to  compute  the  base  repair  cvcie 
portion  of  the  OIM  base  stock  level. 

(4)  Base  condemnation  percent  -  used  to  compute  the  number  of 
base  condemnations. 

(5)  Depot  overhaul  condemnation  percent  -  used  :o  compute  the 
portion  of  the  OIM  operating  requirements  that  will  generate  to  the 
depot  and  be  repaired  or  condemned  at  the  depot. 


f6)  Base- processed  percent  -  used  to  compute  the  portion  of  the 
OIM  operating  requirements  that  will  generate  to  the  base  and  be 
repaired  or  condemned  at  the  base. 

(7)  Programmed  depot  maintenance/job  routed  (PDM  JR) 
condemnation  percent  -  used  to  compute  the  number  of 
condemnations  that  will  occur  during  the  accomplishment  of  the 
PDR. 

(8)  Engine  overhaul  JR  condemnation  percent  -  used  to  comoute 
the  number  of  condemnations  that  will  occur  during  the 
accomplishment  of  an  engine  overhaul  program. 

(9)  Management  of  items  subject  to  repair  (MISTR'i  JR 
condemnation  percent  -  used  to  compute  the  number  of 
condemnations  that  will  occur  during  the  accomplishment  of  a  NHA 
MfSTR  program. 

(10)  PDM  non-)ob-routed  (NJR)  replacement  percent  -  used  to 
compute  the  number  of  reprables  generated  that  will  be  removed 
during  the  accomplishment  of  a  PDM  program  and  shipped  not 
repairable  this  station  (NRTS)  to  another  facilitv. 

(11)  Engine  overhaul  NJR  replacement  percent  -  used  to  compute 
the  number  of  reprables  generated  that  will  be  removed  during  the 
accomplishment  of  an  engine  overhaul  program  and  shipped  NRTS  to 
another  facility. 

(12)  MISTR  NJR  replacement  percent  -  used  to  compute  the 
number  of  reprables  generated  that  will  be  removed  during  the 
accomplishment  of  a  NHA  MISTR  program  and  shipped  NRTS  to 
another  repair  facilitv  (4;7-4.e.). 


The  final  results  of  the  DO-41  computations  are  the  DO-41 
worksheet.  This  worksheet  displays  data  relevant  to  a  particular 
Item.  Information  displayed  on  the  worksheet  covers  the  entire 
spectrum  of  where  an  asset  may  exist.  There  are  at  least  60 
separate  conditions  listed  where  an  asset  may  be  accounted.  Assets 
are  shown  as  authorized  number  of  day's  worth  of  stock  on  hand  at 
bases,  at  depots,  at  organic  and  contractor  repair  facilities,  m 
repair  cycle,  m  the  pipeline  between  locations,  and  in  shoo  flow. 

The  worksheet  also  displavs  transit  days,  days  for  turn-in  action, 
repair  leadtimes.  serviceable  assets.  WRM  assets,  due-m 
serviceable  assets,  unserviceable  assets,  and  other  assorted 
information  that  mav  be  helpful  to  the  ES  in  determining  buv 
quantities  (4:7-9. b. 29). 

For  each  of  apbroximately  60  cximputations  that  appear  on  the  DO- 
41  worksheet,  there  are  an  equal  number  of  formulas  and  procedures. 
A  representative  example  is  the  computation  of  tne  OIM  Base  O&ST 
Requirement. 


OIM  Base  O&ST  Rqmt.  The  OIM  base  O&ST  line  represents  that 
quantity  of  material  to  be  on  hand  at  the  base  to  support  the 
operating  program  during  the  reauisitioning  and  receipt  of 
serviceable  assets  from  the  depot  to  replace  base  NRTS  and 
base  condemnations  that  occur  during  the  number  of  davs  in 
the  O&ST.  The  OIM  base  O&ST  requirements  are  computed  for 
each  quarter  of  the  computation  through  25  quarters  as 
follows; 

(a)  Divide  the  number  of  davs  O&ST  by  90  to  arrive  at  an 
O&ST  factor.  The  results  are  carried  to  six  decimal  places. 

(b)  Multipiv  the  deaccumulated  future  OIM  installed 
program  by  O&ST  factor.  Round  the  result  to  the  nearest  whole 
number. 
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(c)  Multiply  the  results  by  the  interpolated  OIM  depot 
demand  rate.  The  results  are  carried  to  six  decimal  places. 

The  integer  portion  is  the  O&ST  requirement.  The  decimal 
portion  IS  retained  as  part  of  the  OIM  base  repair  cycle 
requirement. 

(d)  If  there  is  no  base  repair  cycle  (base  repair  cycle  days 
are  zero),  the  O&ST  requirements  will  be  rounded  using  the 
decimal  positions.  (4:7-9. n.) 

An  Item  of  particular  interest  to  the  FMS  world  is  found  m  the 
section  cf  the  worksheet  titled  "Other  Requirements  at  Buy."  The 
FMS  cooperative  logistics  (CLSSA)  stock  level  case  additive 
requirement,  as  reported  by  the  H051  system,  is  listed.  However, 
the  inventorv  management  specialist  (IMS)  has  the  cr  aC'litv  to 
manually  add.  change,  or  delete  the  reported  data  (4:7-9.  k.(2V). 

Some  FMS  countries  believe  that  the  CLSSA  merely  subsidizes  the 
USAF  during  times  of  budget  shortages  and  that  FMS  countries  never 
have  the  assets  on  the  shelf  when  needed  (1:13-14). 

The  Air  Force  Audit  Agency  (AFAA)  reviewed  the  historical  and 
future  flying  hour  program  reports  sent  from  bases  to  ma|or 
commands.  HQ  AFLC.  and  HQ  USAF  for  the  time  period  Jun  37  Through 
Mar  90.  The  findings  indicated  that  due  to  the  failure  of  maior 
commands  and  HQ  USAF  to  forward  reports  to  HQ  AFLC.  requirements 
were  either  understated  or  overstated.  From  AFAA’s  estimates 
March  89  requirements  were  overstated  bv  S86  million  and 
reguirements  in  March  90  were  understated  by  Si  .5  million.  HQ  AFLC 
countered  that  with  the  current  system  now  in  place  and 
operational,  the  problem  is  solved.  ALFC  additionally  commented 
that  the  AFAA  overstated  the  scope  of  the  problem  based  only  on  a 
significant  deviation  within  one  month.  Despite  differences  of 

>) 


opinion  concerning  the  scope  of  the  problem.  HQ  AFLC  concurred  with 
the  intent  of  the  audit  and  supported  the  AFAA's  position  that 
accurate  reporting  of  flying  hour  program  data  is  essential  to  the 
guality  of  the  00-41(3:3-9). 

Discussions  with  people  who  work  m  AFLC  Headquarters  revealed 
a  diversity  of  thoughts  and  comments  on  the  DO-41  and  how  it  may 
or  may  not  relate  to  increased  support  for  FMS.  It  may  be  possible 
to  artificially  elevate  the  levels  of  inventory  for  aircraft  that  are 
being  phased  out  and  are  having  fewer  flying  hours  allocated.  This 
mav  be  accomplished  by  interiecting  a  dummy  flving  hour  level  into 
the  DO-41  computations.  This  method  would  flow  through  the 
system  with  no  noticeable  change  to  the  system  and  require  no 
additional  manual  intervention  (20).  If  the  flying  hour  program  is 
inflated  to  increase  the  retention  of  spares  and  support  equipment, 
who  pays  for  it?  If  a  FMS  country  is  willing  to  fund  dummv  flying 
hours  to  provide  future  spare  parts  for  its  FMS  procurement  of  the 
airplanes,  what  is  to  stop  the  USAF  from  exploiting  the  stockage  of 
spares  similar  to  the  way  CLSSA  stocks  are  used  to  supplement 
stocks  of  critical  scare  parts  (14)?  Manv  countries  are  critical  of 
the  way  the  USAF  manages  the  CLSSA.  Unless  there  is  some  firm 
assurance  that  the  spares  that  they  invest  in  will  be  protected  from 
appropriation  by  the  USAF.  there  will  be  little  enthusiasm  for  an 
inflated  DO-41  level  from  the  FMS  community. 

The  DO-41  drives  the  levels  of  recoverable  consumption-tvpe 
replenishment  spares  in  the  system.  If  Foreign  Military  Sales 
countries  are  to  overcome  the  shortage  of  serviceable  spares  and 


support  equipment,  the  DO-41  svstem  should  be  considered  in  the 
final  solution. 


Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund 

The  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund  (SDAF)  was  authorized  bv 
Chapter  5  of  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act.  The  puroose  of  the  SDAF 
IS  to  fund  the  procurement  of  defense  articles  in  anticipation  of 
their  sale  to  foreign  governments  under  the  Foreign  Militarv  Sales 
Program.  The  basic  objective  of  the  fund  is  to  procure  articles  m 
advance  of  their  need  and  reduce  or  eliminate  the  normal 
P'  .curement  leadtime  (9:140001  A-B).  Manv  times,  suopori 
equipment  items  have  procurement  leadtimes  equal  to  and  exceeding 
48  months  (19).  Items  procured  and  held  bv  the  SDAF  provide  a  ready 
suppiv  of  selected  items  and  enhances  the  U.S.  Government's  ability 
to  meet  the  immeqiate  military  needs  of  allied  and  friendly  nations 
without  negatively  affecting  the  capability  and  material  strengths 
of  U.S.  Forces  (9:140001  B'l 

The  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agencv  (DSAA)  has  overall 
management  responsibility  for  the  SDAF.  DSAA  prepares  the  annual 
procurement  plan,  allocates  funds,  and  countersigns  Letters  of  Offer 
and  Acceptance  (LOAs)  for  SDAF  articles.  Implementing  Agencies 
(lAs).  and  Denartments  of  the  Air  Force.  Army,  and  Navy,  recommend 
articles  for  procurement  and  manage  SDAF  contracts.  The  Security 
Assistance  Accounting  Center  in  Denver  manages  the  accounting 


function  for  the  SDAF  and  is  the  only  activity  authorized  to  disburse 
SDAF  funds  (9;  1 40002) 

The  SDAF  was  initially  capitalized  by  allocation  of  miscellaneous 
FMS  funds.  Funds  are  returned  to  the  SDAF  through  the  payments 
made  on  SDAF  contracts  through  the  lAs.  Costs  to  manage  and 
administer  the  SDAF  are  included  in  the  FMS  Budget  (9:140003) 

Before  purchase  by  the  SDAF,  an  item  must  meet  soecific  criteria. 
Particularly,  it  must  be  available  from  current  production,  have 
significant  projected  FMS  demand,  have  a  long  (over  24  months) 
procurement  leadtime,  and  "be  required  to  meet  established 
acquisition  objectives  of  U.S.  Forces,  if  not  transferred  to  meet 
foreign  requirements"  (9:140005). 

In  early  1991.  DSAA  determined  that  critical  parts  and  support 
equipment  for  the  F-5  could  be  purchased  using  SDAF  funds  (7). 

AFLC.  AFLC-ILC  and  Kelly  ALC  {F-5  System  Manager)  have  not 
determined  the  items  most  critical  to  the  FMS  F-5  community  that 
meet  SDAF  procurement  criteria.  Because  of  the  inability  to 
accurately  identify  those  items  needed  by  the  FMS  countries,  no 
procurement  action  had  taken  place  as  of  June  1991  (6).  DSAA  mav 
withdraw  the  SDAF  funding  for  the  F-5  due  to  inactivity.  The  lack  of 
forecasting  capability  where  extensive  consumption  data  exist 
limits  the  use  of  SDAF  funds. 


Chapter  Summary 


This  chapter  provided  information  concerning  the  sale  of  aircraft, 
support  equipment,  and  associated  articles  under  the  Foreign 
Military  Sales  Program.  More  specifically,  it  related  documentation 
on  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  and  AMARC  method  of  transferring 
aircraft  to  the  governments  of  allied  and  friendly  nations.  Different 
requirements  for  logistically  supporting  those  two  methods  were 
discussed  based  on  personal  interviews,  electronic  messages, 
minutes  of  meetings,  various  background  papers,  and  bi.^^finqs. 

The  second  portion  of  this  literature  review  examined  specific 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  and  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF) 
regulations,  policies,  and  programs  that  conflicted  with  the  goals  of 
the  Securitv  Assistance  Program. 

The  next  chapter  will  present  the  Findings  and  Conclusions.  It 
will  summarize  and  discuss  information  resulting  from  interviews 
with  Air  Force  officers  and  DoD  civilian  employees  relating  to  the 
research  objectives  and  questions.  Officers  and  civilian  employees 
from  FIQ  AFLC.  AFLC-ILC.  the  Pentagon  and  USAF  depots  provided  this 
information. 


IV.  Findings  and  Conclusions 


Research  Questigri 

What  offices  were  instrumental  in  the  1988  "ramp-to-ramp"  sale 
of  the  F-5  aircraft? 

Three  areas  of  responsibility  were  apparent  in  the  planning  ana 
execution  of  the  F-5  sale.  Headquarters  USAF  (HQ  USAF/PRi  had 
overall  responsibility  (16).  The  International  Logistics  Center 
(AFLC-ILC)  was  responsible  for  the  writing  of  the  contracts, 
contract  management,  and  data  input.  San  Antonio  ALC  determined 
requirements  and  exercised  systems  management  responsibility. 


Research  Question  ff2 

What  logistical  considerations  were  involved  in  the  1988-89  sale 
of  the  F-5  aircraft  and  directly  attributable  to  the  "ramp-to-ramp" 
concept? 

Various  logistical  problems  surfaced  throughout  the  course  of  the 
research.  The  most  recurring  observation  was  the  shortage  of 
support  equipment,  and  the  long  ieadtime  for  procurement  (26:19;  5; 
13;  21).  Honeycomb  parts  were  of  particular  difficulty  due  to  the 
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lack  of  manufacturers  (27).  The  shortage  of  spare  parts  was 
considered  a  problem,  but  of  a  lesser  nature  (26). 

The  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer  was  a  policy  decision  by  the  Air 
Force  Chief  of  Staff.  The  intent  was  to  provide  aircraft,  through 
Foreign  Military  Sales,  to  the  governments  of  allied  and  friendly 
nations  at  prices  they  could  afford.  The  implementation  of  this 
concept  caused  planners  to  approach  the  logistical  problems  in  a 
different  way  than  transferring  aircraft  from  AMARC  storage.  All 
logistical  problems  had  to  be  resolved  or  considered  on  a  much 
shorter  timeline  (19).  "Ramp-to-ramp"  caused  a  review  of  policies 
and  practices  by  each  agency  involved  in  FMS  (5).  The  "ramp-to- 
ramp"  transfer  of  the  F-5s  revealed  problems  m  delivering  the 
aircraft  and  support  packages  in  a  compatible  timeframe.  Lt  Col 
Angus  MacDonald  (SAF/AIPPW)  briefed  the  new  Air  Force  Chief  of 
Staff  of  those  problems  in  mid  1990  and  requested  AMARC  storage 
once  again  become  an  alternative  prior  to  aircraft  transfer  (19).  The 
prohibition  on  AMARC  storage  was  lifted.  According  to  which 
method  is  better,  planners  may  now  use  either  AMARC  storage  prior 
to  transfer  or  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfers 

The  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund  (SDAF)  may  be  used  to 
purchase  specified  iong  leadtime  items  in  anticipation  of  sales  (26: 
5;  19).  Support  equipment  is  the  item  most  often  associated  with 
the  use  of  SDAF.  Procedures  for  forecasting  and  control  of  assets 
must  be  developed  before  large  sums  of  SDAF  monies  are  invested  in 
FMS  inventories. 


Spare  parts  are  not  a  major  constraining  factor  m  the  "ramp-to- 
ramp"  concept.  As  long  as  more  than  one  aircraft  is  transferred, 
some  aircraft  can  be  used  as  sources  for  spares  to  keep  the  others 
flying  (26). 

The  USAF  will  have  smaller  numbers  of  aircraft  available  for 
transfer  in  the  future.  U.S.  budget  cuts  are  causing  the  USAF  to 
reconsider  the  retirement  time  of  many  of  its  active  aircraft. 

Foreign  buyers  are  realizing  that  newer  generation  aircraft, 
particularly  the  F-16.  are  more  capable  than  aged  aircraft  (F-4s). 

The  maintainability  and  reliability  of  newer  generation  aircraft  has 
made  the  sale  or  give-away  of  older  aircraft  a  less  desirable  option 
from  the  perspective  of  the  foreign  buyer.  The  future  of  FMS  is  m 
the  sustaining  of  systems  of  U.S.  origin  currently  operating  in  the 
military  forces  of  foreign  governments  and  new  production  sales  (5). 

Research  Question  ‘f3 

What  DOD/USAF  regulations,  policies,  and  programs  conflict  with 
the  goals  of  the  Security  Assistance  Program? 

The  Air  Force-  Logistics  Command’s  Recoverable  Consumption  item 
Requirements  System  (DO-41)  reduces  the  number  of  spare  parts 
available  to  Foreign  Military  Sales.  The  major  players.  HQ  AFLC. 

HQ  USAF/SECAF.  and  AFLC-ILC.  m  the  coordination  and  planning  of 
Foreign  Military  Sales  all  have  differing  goals  and  objectives.  An 
effort  to  establish  procedures  to  add  FMS  funded  flying  hours  into 


the  DO-41  system  failed  due  to  procrastination  and  inactivity  within 
AFLC'ILC.  The  initiative  had  the  backing  of  the  AFLC  commander, 
however  the  delegation  of  responsibility  for  coordination  and  action 
was  unclear.  The  program  was  shunted  back  and  forth  until  evervone 
lost  interest  and  the  initiative  was  tabled.  The  differing  goals  and 
perceived  benefit  or  loss  to  organizations  created  conflict  and  an 
adversarial  role  between  the  agencies  and  diminished  the 
effectiveness  of  FMS  support  (28). 

Chapter  Summary 

This  chapter  summarized  and  discussed  information  resulting 
from  interviews  with  Air  Force  officers  and  DoD  civilian  emolovees 
relating  to  the  research  objectives  and  questions.  Officers  and 
civilian  employees  from  HQ  AFLC.  AFLC-ILC.  the  Pentagon  and  USAF 
depots  provided  this  information. 

The  next  chapter  presents  recommendations  and  will  discuss  the 
findings  and  propose  possible  applicationt,  for  the  information 
developed  in  this  studv. 

Transcripts  of  Pentagon  interviev/s  are  shown  in  Appendix  E. 


V.  Recommendations 

Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund  (SDAF) 

The  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund  (SDAF)  can  be  used  to 
procure  long  leadtime  items  in  anticipation  of  future  FMS  sales.  Due 
to  the  constraining  nature  of  certain  spare  parts  and  especially 
support  equipment,  the  SDAF  should  be  used  to  alleviate  the 
leadtime  burden  on  FMS. 

The  USAF  needs  to  use  better  forecasting  methods  for  SDAF 
procurement  projections.  The  Security  Assistance  Oii.ce  (SAO)  in 
each  country,  representatives  of  the  FMS  country,  and  AFLC-ILC  need 
to  develop  a  country  unique  profile  based  on  geographic  location, 
type  of  aircraft,  perceived  threat,  aircraft  mission,  aircraft 
configuration,  and  future  needs.  This  profile  will  enable  planners  to 
better  identify  the  items  most  critical  for  SDAF  procurement. 

In  a  case  where  the  delivery  of  SDAF  procurement  items  does  not 
match  the  delivery  date  for  the  aircraft  sale,  the  SDAF  items  will 
need  to  be  stored.  The  FMS  country  mav  elect  to  purchase  the  SDAF 
property  as  it  becomes  available  and  have  it  shipped  to  country  m 
advance  of  the  aircraft,  or  arrange  for  storage  in  the  U.S.  The 
advantage  of  in  country  storage  is  that  it  avoids  additional  storage 
costs.  The  advantage  of  U.S.  storage  is  the  delivery  of  suoport 
equipment,  spares,  and  aircraft  at  the  same  time.  The  Letter  of 
Offer  and  Acceptance  (DD  Form  1348)  should  detail  the  coordination 


of  storage  and  delivery.  The  optimum  solution  is  to  have  delivery 
dates  from  the  manufacturer  match  the  date  needed  in  the  buying 
country. 

Shipment  directly  from  the  manufacturer  to  the  FMS  country  in  the 
same  time  period  as  the  aircraft  will  eliminate  the  storage  problem. 


Support  Equipment 

The  primary  constraint  in  the  planning  and  execution  of  aircraft 
sales,  either  by  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  concept  or  transfer  from  storage. 
IS  the  availability  of  support  equipment. 

When  a  few  aircraft  are  taken  from  several  USAF.  Air  Force 
Reserve,  or  Air  National  Guard  units  and  offered  for  sale  through 
FMS.  the  need  for  the  support  equipment  still  exists  at  the  former 
locations.  In  this  case,  support  equipment  to  accompany  the  FMS 
sale  must  come  from  active.  Reserve,  or  Guard  units  through  a 
command  levy.  The  command  levy  reduces  mission  capaoility  of  the 
U.S.  units.  In  a  situation  where  an  entire  U.S.  unit  is  drawndown.  ail 
the  support  equipment  is  also  available  for  sale  through  FMS.  In 
either  case,  all  of  the  aircraft  rarely  go  to  one  country.  Each 
country  receiving  an  allotment  of  the  aircraft  may  need  a  full 
compliment  of  support  equipment,  depending  on  whether  or  not  they 
already  operate  the  same  type  of  system  and  the  number  of  operating 
locations.  A  multiplier  effect  is  created  on  the  need  for  support 
equipment  for  each  FMS  country  not  presently  operating  the  aircraft 
and  for  each  new  operating  location. 


Support  eauioment  mav  be  uniaue  to  a  particular  aircraft  or 
vveaoons  system  or  it  mav  be  common  to  several.  Some  support 
eauipment  that  is  used  on  B-52s.  or  other  svstems  that  are  not 
available  for  FMS.  could  possibly  be  used  with  F-4s.  F-5s.  or  F-I6s. 
with  little  or  no  modification.  A  database  of  support  equipment  that 
cross  references  usage  between  aircraft  and  weapon  systems  can 
help  FMS  planners  lessen  the  impact  of  support  equipment  leadtimes 
on  Foreign  Military  Sales.  HQ  AFLC  and  AFLC-IlC  should  immediaieiv 
begin  efforts  to  develop  a  consolidated  database  that  cross 
references  the  usage  and  applicabilitv  of  all  USAF  suoport 
equioment. 

Command  Structure  and  Organizational  Goals 

Organizational  self-interest  reduced  the  effectiveness  of  FMS 
olanning.  Leaders  of  all  organizations  are.  or  should  be.  concerned 
about  the  mission  and  about  the  people  in  the  organization.  The 
"ramp-to-ramp"  concept  uncovered  varving  degrees  of  organizational 
protectionism.  HQ  AFLC  and  AMARC  mav  have  had  less  enthusiasm 
for  "ramp-to-ramp"  because  of  the  negative  results  it  had  on  the 
number  of  aircraft  stored  in  the  "boneyard"  and  the  possibility  of 
reduced  workload  and  reduced  number  of  lobs.  HQ  USAF  planners 
favored  "ramp-to-ramp"  because  it  was  more  responsive,  in  theorv. 
to  potentially  fast  changing  political  considerations.  AFLC-ILC  ana 
San  Antonio  ALC  wanted  to  provide  the  best  support  possible  to  the 


systems  in  the  FMS  countries  within  established  boundaries,  but 
were  caught  in  the  middle  between  HQ  USAF  and  HQ  AFLC. 

Foreign  Military  Sales  should  be  viewed  from  a  systematic 
viewpoint.  AFLC  is  organized  to  optimize  the  support  provided  to 
the  USAF.  In  some  cases,  such  as  the  DO-41  drawdown,  policy  does 
not  benefit  FMS.  The  Pentagon,  being  more  sensitive  to  the  political 
aspects  of  FMS.  may  not  have  the  opportunity  to  fully  consider  the 
logistical  implications  of  all  decisions.  AFLC-ILC's  mission  is  to 
get  the  support  to  the  FMS  customer  and  mav  overlook  the  effects 
actions  have  on  domestic  forces.  Each  organization  in  the  FMS 
structure  wants  to  optimize  its  performance  relative  to  its  goals  or 
perceived  mission.  The  optimization  of  individual  -organizational 
goals  in  the  FMS  system  may  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  FMS 
programs. 

The  responsibility  of  FMS  planning  should  be  moved  from  the  • 
Pentagon  to  AFLC-ILC.  HQ  AFLC  should  review  regulations,  policies, 
and  programs  to  eliminate  those  that  directly  conflict  with  Foreign 
Military  Sales  programs.  The  USAF  should  develop  the  attitude  that 
the  weapons  systems  placed  in  the  hands  of  friendly  and  alliea 
governments  are  not  a  dram  on  logistics  support,  but  rather  an 
extension  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  and  a  ootential  source  of  U.S.  built 
weapon  systems,  many  m  the  hands  of  U.S.  trained  pilots  supporting 
common  national  security  interests. 


Modernization  of  Forces 


The  U.S.  Government,  through  FMS.  should  encourage  the 
modernization  of  weapons  systems  in  the  inventories  of  our  FMS 
customers  to  promote  supportability  and  interoperability.  Newer 
generation  aircraft  are  noted  for  their  much  higher  degree  of 
reliability  and  maintainability.  The  actual  war  fighting  capabilitv 
and  effectiveness  of  newer  aircraft,  particular! v  the  F-i5  and  F-16. 
provides  FMS  countries  more  deterrent  power  for  the  dollar  spent. 

The  USAF  should  make  an  assessment  of  ail  FMS  countries  and 
develop  programs  to  modernize  the  air  forces  of  FMS  customers. 
Modernization  will  eliminate  the  problems  of  suoporting  aircraft  no 
longer  in  the  USAF  inventory. 

Recommendations  for  Additional  Research 

In  the  course  of  this  research  project,  several  areas  of  discussion 
created  more  questions  than  they  answered.  Certain  factors 
influenced  the  effectiveness  of  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  of 
transferring  aircraft  to  FMS  countries.  On  a  larger  scale,  these 
same  factors  affect  the  overall  capabilities  of  the  Foreign  Miiitarv 
Sales  program.  Three  areas  of  particular  interest  merit  additional 
research. 

Support  Eguipment  Database  and  Cross  Referencing.  Support 
Eguipment.  due  to  shortages  and  procurement  leadtime,  is  the  most 
constraining  factor  in  FMS  planning.  Research  dedicated  to  the 
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development  of  a  centralized  support  equipment  database  is  needed. 
The  database  should  monitor  the  location,  availability,  applicability 
across  weapon  systems,  and  procurement  leadtimes  of  USAF  support 
equipment. 

Impact  __o  1  Co nf 1 1  ct i ng_  „0 rpan i zat fonM _ . Goals  _  .pn_._t h_e  ^  E ff ect i ye ne s s 
of  Foreign  Military  Sales.  Various  DoD  and  other  U.S.  Government 
agencies  either  plan,  execute,  or  influence  the  FMS  program.  Each  of 
these  agencies  have  organizationally  unique  goals  and  obiectives. 
many  of  which  either  limit  or  defeat  their  ability  to  support  the 
goals  of  the  FMS  program.  Some  people  feel  that  advancing  the  goals 
of  the  FMS  program  can  only  be  done  at  the  expense  of  domestic 
forces.  FMS  goals  have  not  been  fully  integrated  into  the  U.S. 
defense  structure.  Research  is  needed  to  clearly  identify  the  extent 
that  conflicting  organizational  goals  affect  FMS  support. 

Development  _of_  Foreign  Military  Sales  Forecasting  MpdeJ. 

Pentagon  level  planners  need  a  tool  to  provide  better  information  to 
the  political  process  on  short  notice.  Often,  planners  are  tasked 
with  providing  a  feasibility  assessment  on  the  transfer  of  weapon 
systems  and  given  very  little  time  to  prepare.  Development  of  a 
computer  model  with  capabilities  similar  to.  or  incoroorating.  Dvna- 
Metrics  and  Requirements  Data  Bank  (RDB).  but  designed  to  consider 
FMS  country  unique  factors,  should  be  studied.  Such  a  model  may 
provide  near  real-time  logistical  assessments  and  provide  more 
realistic  input  to  the  political  process. 


Appendix  A:  Background  Paper.  on„Lpgisti.cs.Supportabjlity  of  Retiring 

Aircraft 
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LQai8'nC.!i>SXiPIH)RTABlLlTy  RETTING  AIRCRAFl’ 

tRQBLLEM 

-j 

Congressionally  iriandatcci  reductions  in  security  assistance  funds  have 
spurred  DoD  efforts  to  use  FMS  transfer  of  "suqjlus"  equiptrient  to  assist  US 
allies  and  ^gain/maintain  influence  and  DoD  access  to  foreign  facilities. 

Desired  US  objectives  can  be  achieved  through  these  means  only  ,  if  the 
condition,  serviceability,  and  US  logistics  support  of  the  "surplus"  satisfies  the 
expectations  of  the  recipient  country.  Internal  procedures  and  policy 

guidance  designed  to  prevent  waste  of  US  resources  reduce  the  supportabilily 
*if  retiring  systems  as  they  are  phased  out  of  the  US  inventory'.  This  paper  will 

discuss  supportability  issues  and  ongoing  corrective  efforts  in  this  context. 

B/\CKQliQUM> 

Two  available  programs  available  for  security  assistance  transfers 

-Foreign  Military _ SiUfeS _ tFMS)  -  Sales  of  vehicles/aircra ft/equipmeut. 

either  new  or  used  .  paid  for  by  foreign  customer  using  foreign  assistance 
credits  or  recipient  country  funds. 

-Southern  Region  AinciKlment  lSRAj  -  Transfer  of  aurullLS  US  equipment 
to  certain  designated  countries.  Assets  are  free,  however,  recipient  countries 
pay  transportation  charges  and  refuti'ishiiig  costs  til  required). 

-  Logistics  Siqiport  Critical  to  Success  of  DoD  Initiatives 

--  Recipient  countries  expect  US  logistics  support  in  a  timely  manner  for 
transferred  assets 

--  Logistics  support  problems  retiect  badly  on  US  and  can  eliminate 
goodvvill/quid  pro  quos  hoped  for  by  US 

-  l.ogislics  supiiortability  of  retiring  aircraft  sytitems  require  lead  time  ~ 

Logistics  supportability  of  retiring  sy.stems  driveti  by  Pt\\gntm  Document 
(PD»  and  Program  Authorization  tPA),  flying  hour  UTFi  rate,  normal  supply 
consumption  rales,  ami  suptily  slock  levels.  Phased  reductions  begins  as  svX'n ' 
as  retirement  phase  out  identified  in  PD  (24  months  prior  to  phase  vntt  of 
aircraft/equipmeni  is  the  norm).  If  the  projected  level  of  support  for  USAI- 
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iitid  known  FMvS  ciistoiriers  exceeds  established  stock  levels  parts  requisition 
stops. 


-  When  aircraft/equipinent  identified  for  phase  out  of  U.SAF  inventor>- 
into  ARMARC.  AFLC  works  to  reduce  logistics  support  costs  to  conserve  scarce 
resources  .and  prevent  waste, 

• 

Unnecessary  maintenance  deferred 

---  Retiring  aircraft  identified  as  source  of  spares  for  remaining  ^ 
aircraft 


--  .Spares  procurement  phased  out  with  goal  of  zero  spares  balance  in 
conjunction  with  phase  out 

---  Repair/buy  of  support  equipment  phased  down 

Unanticipated  FMS  sales  of  retiring  aircraft/equipment  shocks  the  logistics 
support  system  at  a  time  of  decreased  and  declining  logistics  support 
capability. 

-  Aircraft  -  Condition  deteriorating  (time  remaining  to  RDM.  deferred 
maintenance)  while  capability  to  make  repairs  reduced 

--  Spares  -  Surge  in  demand  for  spares  tl-2  year  spares  package  normally 
requested)  while  stock  level  is  decreased  and  declining 

--  Vendor  -  Increased  flying  hours  generates  increased  ongoing  spares 
demand  while  source  for  supplies  have  decreased  and  are  declining 

-*  SuptKnt  equipment  (SE)  -  Demand  may  e.xceed  USAF  ability  to  siqtpon 

---  Sujjport  equipment  in  short  supply  worldwide 

---  SE  pooled  within  USAF  flying  wings  insufficient,  if  dispersed,  to 
support  geographically  separated  locations 

F.-jL- and  F- j.  ■  are-juaaLJikgly_j£aiulidfl.lea_  for  .EMS/SRA-.UtLiis.fera-jitauLJ.eiiu 

F-4  transfers  have  already  occured  with  more  pending 

-•  40  F-4E  aircraft  delivered  to  Turkey  under  SRA 

--  24  F-4D  aircraft  delivered  to  Korea  under  FMS 

--  6‘>  FMC  aircraft  offered  to  Greece  under  SRA 

-  F-4E  aircraft  offered  to  Korea  under  FMS 
-  EdL-t>JUi>port..-E(ivuutitv.ul-jSjjjuLmiti^ 

USAF  Act ive/Guard/ Reserve  units  equipped 
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Averui'c  asjc  ot  f'-4  S'E  20  years 
Repair  itioiiey  limited 


--  Conditions  of  assets  in  slora.«e  unknown 


--  All- Aircraft  Coininon  (IIS  items  required  to  support  aircraft  regardless 
of  type)  -  no  suq>lus.  no  projected  sur|)lus 


--  F-4  Common  (650  items  common  to  all  variants  of  F-4  aircraft)  - 
sufficient  surplus  to  sin)port  4  squadrons  jjow  -  suiqjlus  to  support  seven 
squadrons  to  becoitie  available  after  Guard/Reserve  transfers  1989-19**1 


i.e..  F-4C.  F-4D.  and 
only  after  complete 
sq  uadrons 


(450  items  +  or  -  10%  required  by  specilic  iiircraft  variant 
F-4E)  -  no  siiq-tlus  presently  available  -  siuqVius  available 
deactivation  or  conversion  of  existing  Guard/reserve 


F-4  Spares  Status 


--  54  items  presently  in  critical  supply 

No  surjdus  spares  available  or  projected  to  become  available 

Because  of  DPEM  funds  cuts  reprable  assets  are  only  beinji  repaired 
to  fill  USAF  MICAP 

Spares  levels  have  been  adjusted  to  reflect  known  LUSAF  and  FNiS 
requirements.  Requisitions  have  been  curtailed  to  prevent  excess  items 
suqilus  to  known  requirements 

F  5  Sunflus  -SupporL  Emtipjiieul _ AYaiJfl-bililx 

--  No  presetit  suiq^lus 

-  No  all-aircraft -common  SE  projected  sunilus  (required  by  present  users 
to  support  new  weapon  system  after  unit  conversions) 

-  F-5  Common  and  MDS  peculiar  SE  to  supiwrt  4-6  squadrt'its  of 
peop,raphically  separated  squadrons  projected  to  become  available  dependent 
on  unit  deactivations 

■  E-J__Siairea—.SiiUiw 

No  present  suqilus 

Stintlus  may  become  available  resulting  from  accelerated  uttplanned 
Iiliase  out  of  I-  5  l•leet 


[ratisl'er  to  Turkey 

-  S.SOM  equipinent/spares  required  to  suppoil  itiitinl  set  up  and  Flying  ol 
40  F  4B  nircralt  at  locution  designated  within  Turkey 

-AF/I^B  iHisilioti  Inis  consistently  been  that  there  were  instil'llcienl  sfrares 
and  support  equipment  suqilus  to  US'AF  requirements  to  logistically  siip|Kirt 
this  security  assistance  transfer 

-  SufYiciency/Availability  of'  S20M  in  assets  idcntil'ied  by  ILC/PRI 
q  uest  i  enable 

-  -  No  F-4E  MDS  peculiar  support  equipment  included  in  ILC/PRI  otter 
of  "suqjlus" 

-  -  Turkey  has  not  received  requested  spares  of’  support  equipment  to 

date 


---  No  all -aircraft -common  support  equipment  available  or  projected 
any  time  in  the  future 

---  Reparable  assets  requisition  delayed  by  US'AF  MIC’AP  fills  because  ol 
DPEM  funds  cuts 

-  Spares/support  equipment  may  be  up  to  36  months  lead  time  away  til" 
vendors  can  be  found l 

'  --  No  F-4B  MDS  peculiar  support  equipment  available  until  present  I’S  F  4li 
units  deactivate 

--  Four  squadrons  F  4  common  support  equipment  are  only  equipment 
items  available  "suqilus"  "at  the  present  time 

La>ualica__Jiiiip«JlubiJLily._iuialyaia_l!QL_umpi3S£jl_lraujLfejL_Ly^^ 

•  AF/LH  has  advised  AF/PR  this  transfer  can  not  be  fully  logistically 
supported  until  after  dead ivalion/conversion  of  existing  USAF  r-4l>  units  and 
has  urged  AF/PR  to  make  sure  all  communication  in  this  reguarvi  to  tircece 
clearly  makes  this  point 

--  No  support  equipmetit  offered  by  AF7PR1 

No  iil.LaircrjJJl:iiOJiimviti  sujiport  equipment  available  sur)>lus  or 
anticipated  available  in  the  future 

-  Up  to  4  squadrons  of  F4  cwmmoit  support  equipment  could  be  made 
available  to  Greece  if  mu  obligated  to  Turkey 


I' VIDS  iVciillitr  iiiitJ  iiUililioiiiii  q  (1)1  III  It  1  cs  ot  I- 4  cvMllllK?il  M; 
i>iilv  ill  ctiiiiiiiicl toil  with  tlic  ilciictiV)ilioii  til  prcstriil  Air  I'Drcc/ifUiirJfKcwr.r 
I'lltlS 


No  spares  avnilahtc 

Lo^iLSlks-  attppoiialulily.  _  aiiulysis.  Jor._pr4jpo8c.iJ_Ltaiialkt_U?._Kt»xca 

No  iLlLturcxidL.tfOilUJioil  support  cquipincni  availaltlc  or  proicctcd. 

-  (.‘oiii|)lett*  set  of  coiiiuioii  tnid  MI>S  peculiar  support  eqiiipiiieiil  not 
iissipneil  to  USAH  unit  in  Korea.  1-  SK  assets  presently  in  Korea  available  tor 
transfer  after  unit  conversion  unless  desi^tiialeiJ  for  other  use  ti.e.  iraiisler  to 
Turkey  to  fill  I'urkish  sliorlap^esi  but  are  insutTicient  to  fill  Korean 
req  ui  re  ment  s. 

Requested  12  month  initial  spares  package  and  .SH  will  require  .'6  ntonths 
leadtiine  at  a  ininimum  to  procure 

"  AF/l,E  has  stroiiitly  advised  AH/PR  this  proposed  transfer  will  not  be 
completely  loidstically  supportable  as  a  turn  key  operation  at  the  lime  *^1  ihe 
conversion  of  tlie  U.SAF  unit  in  Korea  to  new  aircraft.  AF/LE  slroiiiilv 
sui:;4ested  the  Korean  >tovernment  be  so  advised  to  prevent  nnsnndersiaiidieies. 

.Status  of  subsystems  •  no  [iroblems  durin.e  past  aircraft  retireinenis 

.Subsystems  as  old  as  aircraft 

--  No  USAF  requirement  for  subsystems 

(.'omplete  aircraft  transferred  with  no  need  tp  remove  subsysicnis  lor 
other  US.Al'  uses 

No  internal  l'S/\F  policy  to  require  AF/I*R  to  consult  AF/LE  or  AF/\<> 
belorc  AFVPRl  offered  aircraft  for  F'MS  sale 

.Status  of  subsystem  can  cause  problems  for  current/ future  retiremetUSi 
of  aircraft 


Major  upgrades  have  been  made  to  avionics/electrvmic  systemsi  on 
aircraft  during  past  decade 

.Some  subsystems  on  retiring  aircraft  are  more  current  that  systems 
ill  the  active  forces  (B.vample;  retiring  F-40s  ha\e  AN/ALR  bP  Radar  Warning 
Receivers  but  active  US/\I"  A  lOs  have  AN/ALR  46i 

While  airframes  may  be  *sun>lus*,  subsystems  on  the  aircraft  are  nvai 
necessarily  "surphis" 

I'.SAI*  requirements  to  upgrade  avionics 

.StJI'  requirements  for  .‘XN/ALR  bd 


A  10  rcqiiirctiieiils  for  AN/AIJ<-6‘’ 

Other  reqiiircMieiils  iiiulcr  tliscussioii 

■  I'isctilly  priuleiil  to  retain  selecleil  subiiysteins 
liottotlL  line  Not  smart  to  ,>:ive  away  items  tlnit  b'SAI*  iiecils 

Potential  prohleiris  can  be  emised  by  subsystem  removal  for  oilier  use  or 
L'SAI'  requirement  for  replacement  in  kiiul  lUlK) 

Reciihent  country  iloesn’l  want  aircraft  with  "holes" 

Recipient  counlr>'  may  be  unable  to  afford  ti>  pay  for  replaceiiiciil 
systems  for  subsystems  removed  for  AH  use  even  if  offered  "re|)lacemciii  iii 
kind" 

Competing’,  requirements  exist  for  some  subsystems  within  the  active 
I  SAH  with  no  mechanics  presently  in  place  for  resolving  those  issues 

DJSCUJiSLOlN: 

Logistics  support  for  retiring  ILSAF  assets  is  achievable.  Problems  have 
occured  because  the  appro]iriale  decision  makes  have  not  understood  in  detail 
how  the  system  works,  what  was  achievable,  and  what  factors  needed  to  be 
worked  to  ensure  logistics  support  of  a  given  undertaking.  AH7LB  is  working 
fixes  based  on  these  assumptions. 

AcUviUi-LQ-dulc 

•  Ai'VLE  Msg  DTG  061S’16Z  Jan  88  was  first  to  put  in  writing  the  conce|)i  that 
subsystems  on  retiring  aircraft  need  to  be  considered  for  "sa\e"  lists  before 
being  offered  for  l-M.S  need 

•  AF/PRl  is  revising  HOI  11  5.  AI7LE  has  made  substantial  comments  to 
include  AH7LH  in  ajipropriate  decision  making  efforts  with  sufficient  leadtnne 
to  ensure  logistics  support  ability 

--  AF/PRl  has  begun  covrrdinating  potential  Security  Assistance  transfer 
programs  (SRA  and  FiM.S  cases)  with  AF/LL; 

/ivUo.tja  Jti_jii?rk 

--  AF/LE  working  with  AF/PR  to  promote  a  better  understanding  of  how  the 
logistics  systems  works,  to  identify  limitations  on  support  capabilities,  and  cost 
required  to  improve  support 

AF/LF  analyzed  I’  4  support  capability  to  quantify  ILSAH'  capability  to 
support  squadron  size  units  at  geograpliically  separated  locativ'us  and  p^wided 
the  results  of  that  analysis  to  AIVPR  for  considerativMt  vintring  platttting 
meetings  for  security  assistance  transfers 


AF/l.hi  workuie  uitli  AH/PK  iv'  identity  options  to  suiniort  Turkey,  (ireece. 
and  Korea 

AF/LE  uorkine  uitli  AF’/PK  to  insure  support  a  Ft  lit  y  problems  are  identil'ied 
and  addressed  lor  seeunt>  assistance  translers 

AF/LE  anticipated  the  potential  early  retirement  ot  F  'V  aircratt  in 
sullicient  time  to  do  a  preliminar\'  analvsis  ol  L  SAF  ca]iabilit\  iv-i  support 
secunty  assistance  transler  of  L  SAF  F  5  assets  with  the  results  used  durum 
oimoiim  tilaimuit’,  tor  accelerated  F  5  piiase  out 

AF/LE.  AF/PR.  and  .\F/Xt)  discussiim  new  procedures  to  identity  assets 
eantiarked  tor  F.VLS  in  the  PD  at  the  time  the  assets  are  idenlitied  tor  phas_(e_out 
ot  the  L’S.AF'  inventory  to  une  AFLC  the  necessary  tie  and  iiitoniiation  to 
appropriately  support  the  retinni;  svstem 

AF/LE  and  AF/PR  discussnm  Logistics  Siipporlabilily  Analysis  (L.S/\i 
requirements  durum  the  decision  process  leadiim  to  a  FMS  oiler,  to  ensure 
identilication/resolution  ot  losiistics  support  issues  prior  to  decisions  on  F.VlS 
sal  es 


.AF7LE.  AF/PR  and  AF/.\0  de\elopiim  pn’cedures  to  plan,  pru’nime.  and 
direct  redistnbution  ot  subsvstem  assets  on  “suntius"  aircralt  to  insure  needeu 
subsystems  ate  identitied  and  approprtate  actions  taken  durum  aircratt 
retirement  to  guarantee  the  cost  etlieienl  use  ol  \ir  Force  assets 

CLQ.NmJil.Qit 

FVIS/SRA  transactions  protected  and  underway  are  trequently  ditticuit  to 
siqiport  logistic, illy  because  the  present  scsiem  is  designed  to  mimmi/.e  sundus 
and  promote  the  most  cost  ettccftce  use  ot  sciu^ce  L  .S  resources  in  snp|)ori  ot  I  S 
requirements.  While  tlie  system  is  somewliat  ile.'ublc.  n  is  not  alwacs  aide  to 
respond  rapully  to  unpro_iira  milled  securitv  assistance  transters  which  occur 
alter  decisoms  (undertaken  appropriately  at  the  time  li"'  Ci>nsene  constrained 
I  .S  biulstet  resourcesj  ha\e  t'een  made  to  draw  down  or  phase  out  lomstic 
suptiort  capabilifv  lor  retiriiii’  scstems.  AF/LE  is  workine  wiili  ,\F/PR  to 
preside  the  best  fiossil'le  su(if)orl  tor  secuntv  assistance  translers  that  are 
aireailv  on  the  bov’ks.  .Ivunt  .XF'Ll;.  .AF/PR.  and  .\laL\0  actions  are  underway  to 

change  bureaucratic  jirocedures  which  tune  in  the  jiast  impeded  etlectne 
secuntc  assistance  siqqion  and  to  impro\e  liitnre  su|iport. 

RELO\iVIENQATK)N 

.None,  tor  intormation  onh 


Lt  C'ol  .Sclu’iieiiberi’ 
AF'l.EVYC.  "4688 
2't  Feb  mars  l't8S 


Appendix  B:  F-5  Programming  Action 
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*  IJNCLflSSl  FIED+E  F  T  0  +  DATE:  069 


4:  :tc  ; 


TIME;  1703 


RFLC  LOC  UR  I  OH T  PATTERSON  AFE  OH 
OPR  TL- I 

THIS  AOENCV  TOTAL  COPY  COUNT 
THIS  MESSAGE  TOTAL  COPY  COUNT 

PTTEZYUU  RUUKAA7906  069 1647-EEEE - RUUACMB 

ZNY  EEEEE 
P  OS  1300  MAP,  83 

FM  DIR  MAT  MOT  KELLY  AFB  TX//MMS 

TO  RUUAFLC/AFLC  LOC  URIOHT  PATTERSON  AFB  OH//TL// 

INFO  RHFOAAA/OLBC  AFLC  RAMSTEIN  AB  OE/'/LOC-LO// 

RH  D I AA  A  /HQ  T  AC  LAN  OLEY  AFB  UA  /  /LGM  /LOS  /XPP  /  / 

RUHUPAC/HQ  PACAF  HICKAH  AFB  H I //LOM/LOS/XPP 

/HO  USAFE  RAMSTEIN  AE  OE//LGM/LOS/ aPP 
/AFLC  SOE  RAF  KEMBLE  UK//CC// 

/H  0  US  hF  U  ash  I  NO  TON  DC / /LE  Y Y /P  R I A /PR  I M / / 

/TACSAO  LANOLY  AFB  UA//FRF// 

/12AF  BERGSTROM  AFB  TX //LOM/LOS// 

/  3  AF  RAF  Ml  NDE I IH  AL  L  UK  /  /LO  M  /  / 

/  1  ;3AF  CLARK  AE  RP/ /LOM/LOS// 

/A MARC  DAUIS  MONTH AN  AFE  AZ//CC// 

/DIR  MAT  MOT  TINKER  AFB  OK //MM  I// 

/DIR  MAT  MOT  HILL  AFB  UTZ/MMI// 

/DIR  MAT  MOT  MCCLELLAN  AFB  CA//MMI 
/DIR  MAT  MOT  ROBBINS  AFB  OA//MMI// 

/405TTU  LUKE  AFB  AS//CC/MA// 

/S2FTU  MILL  I  AMS  AFE  AS //LOS// 


5  1 


F'RC’E  2  RlJUKRflMTyOb  UNCLRS  E  F  T  0 

/57FUU  HELL  IS  RFB  HU//CC/MR// 

/5540SW  HELL  IS  RFB  HU//LGS// 

/3TFW  CLRRK  RE  RP/ /CC ..MR/LGS// 

/10TFU  RRF  RLCOHBURV  U  K  /C  C /MR /LGS  /  / 

/HRURI  RS'.'SCOM  DET  USM  HOTH  ISLRHD  CR 
/CGMLRTWIHGPRC  LEM ORE  CR 
/STRKFITROH  OHE  TUG  SEUEH  HRS  FRLLOH  HU 
RCCT  RF-RCXJRF 

IJHCLRS  ;  E  F  T  0 

SU  B  JEC  T  F  -5  P  ROGR  RMM  I  HG  R CT  1 0 HS 

1  UE  RRE  RLL  RCUTELV  RWRRE  OF  THE  RRPIO  CHRHGES  GO  IMG  OH  iH  THE  F-5 
UORLD  OUR  IHTELLIGEHCE  •  GRTHERED  FORM  URRIOUS  UHCLRSSIFIED  SOURCES, 
BOTH  FORMRL  RHD  IHFORMRL'  HRS  GLERHEO  IHFORMRTiOH  RBOUT  F-5  FORCE 
STRUCTURE  UHICH  BEGS  SOME  IMPORTRHT  QUEST  I  OHS  THIS  MESSRGE  wIL  SUR'€',- 
THE  RHHOUHCEO  FORCE  STRUCTURE  CHRHGES  RHD  RIRCRRFT  STRTUS,  SUIUIRRIZE 
FIHRHCIRL  COMMITHEHTS  TO  F-5  MOO  1 F I  CRT  I  OHS  RHD  SPRRES,  RHD  RECOMMHED  R 
COHFEREHCE  IH  UHICH  RLL  THE  PLRVERS  COULD  PRRTCIPRTE  IH  DE"ELOPIHG  R 
STRTRTEGV  TO  I HPLEMEHT  THE  FORCE  STRUCTURE  DECISIOHS  HOU  BEIHG  HRDE 
IHDEPEHDEHTLV 

2  FORCE  STRUCTURE  RHD  RIRCRRFT  STRTUS 

R  TRC  HRS  RHHOUHCED  COHUERSlOH  OFOHE  RGGRESOR  SOURDROH  FROM  F-5E  TO  F- 
16S  THEV  RRE  HOU  DECIDIHG  UHRT  TO  DO  UITH  10  EXTRR  F-5E  RIRCRRFT  TO  BE 
RURILRBLE  1  RPR  SS  TRC  MILL  PROBRBLV  RETRIH  9  OF  THSE  RT  HELL  IS  FOR 
SUBSEOUEHT  TRRHSFER  TO  PERCE  BOH  I  TO,  WHILE  PRO POSING  TO  TRRHSFER  10  F-5E 
TO  RMRRC  4-8  RPR  38  THREE  HELL  1 3  F-5E  RIRCRRFT  RRE  GROUNDED  FR 
LONGER OH  CRRCKS  TUEHTV  OHE  RIRCRRFT  WILL  REMRIH  RT  WILL  I  RMS  THROUGH 
RPR  SO  OHE  WILL  I  RMS  RIRCRRFT  IS  GROUNDED  FOR  DRMRGE  INCURRED  DURING  RH 


INFLIGHT  FIRE.  FUNDS  FOR  THE  REPAIR  OF  THE  FIRE  DAMAGE  ARE  NOT 
A'..'  A I L  A  BLE  .  D I  SPOS  I  T  I  0  N  OF  THE  WILLI  AM  S  A I  RCRA  FT  IS  UN  KNOW  N 

B  USAFE  HAS  ANNOUNCED  PLANS  TO  TERM  I  NAT  F-5  AGGRESSOR  FLVING  1  APR  SS. 
THREE  OF  t?  USAFE  AIRCRAFT  ARE  GROUNDED  FOR  LONGERON  CRACKS, 

DISPOSITION  OF  AIRCRAFT  IS  UNKNOWN 

3  MOD  I F I  CAT  I ONS ,  REPA I RS ,  AND  SPARES 

A  SEUEN  SAFETV  MODIFICATIONS  ARE  IN  UARIOUS  STAGES  OF  DEi,iELOPMENT 
THESE  MODS  INUOLE  13  5  MILLION  IN  BP  1  1  AND  '{.1  0  MILLION  DP  EM  FUNDS 
SINCE  THESE  ARE  SAFETV  MODS  AMD  THE  FUNDS  ARE  ALREADV  OBLIGATED  TO  BUV 
KITS,  THE  SPM  RECOMMENDS  WE  INSTALL  THE  R7  MODS  IN  THE  REMAINiNG  ACT i ME 
USAF  INUENTORV  AND  STORE  THE  REMAINDER  WITHTHE  INACTIUE  AIRCRAFT 

B  N  I  NE  NISI  0  N  ES  SENT  I  AL  MOD  I  F  I CA  T  I  ON  S  CO  ST  1  N  G  S5  6  M  I  LL  I  ON  ‘K  2 
MILLION  UNOBLIGATED'  ARE  IN  PROGRESS 

C  Six  MODIFICATIONS  COSTING  '{.16  MILLION  ARE  PROGRAMMED  FOR  THE  OUT 
VEARS  WE  RECOMMEND  THESE  MODIFICATIONS  BE  TERMINATED 

D  TO  REPAIR  COCI  PIT  LONGERONS  WE  NOW  HA"E  EMERGENCV  PURCHASE  REOUESTS 
IN  PROGRESS  TO  BUV  21  KITS  WORTH  '5  11  THOUSAND  I M  ST  ALL  AT  I  OH  OF  THESE 
KITS  WILL  COST  't5'30  THOUSAND  IN  ADDITION,  THE  FINAL  MTPROOF  IS 
SCHEDULED  FOR  APRIL  AT  RAF  KEMBLE,  IT  WILL  COST  ■{.4S  THOUShND 

E  IN  THE  F-5  SPM  DIUISION  ALONE,  EOO  SPARES  WORTH  OVER  '{.G  MILLION  AND 
INUESTMENT  SPARES  WORTH  '{2  2  MILLION  ARE  IN  PROCUREMENT  THESE  INCLUDE 
SUPORT  FOR  OUER  1000  FMS  AIRCRAFT  PROPORTIONATE  OUANTITV  FOR  USAF 
AIRCRAFT  SCHEDULED  TO  STAND  DOWN  IS  UNKNOWN  AT  THIS  TIME  THESE  NUMBERS 
DO  NOT  INCLUDE  REQUIREMENTS  BEING  WORKED  IN  THE  MM  I  DP  MS  I  ONS  ACROSS  THE 
COMMAND 

4  DUE  TO  THE  UNP FiOGR AMME D  EARLV  PHASE  OUT  OF  THE  F-5  AND  THE  MANV 
OUESTIONS  ARISING  FROM  IT,  REQUEST  AFLC  LOG  HOLD  A  CONFERENCE  TO  D I  SCULL 


BOTH  iriMEDlHTE  AND  LOMG  TERM  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  THE  F-5  DURING  THE 
CONFERENCE  THE  TOPICS  OF  DIS3CUSSI0N  SHOULD  INCLUDE  AT  LEAST  THE 
FOLLOW  I NG : 

A  FUTURE  USAGE 

B.  AIRCRAFT  TRANSFERS 

C.  LONG  TERM  STORAGE 

D  AIRCRAFT  MODIFICATIONS 
E  AIFlCFART  SALES 

F  D I SPOS I T 1 0  N  OF  DAM  AGED  A I R  CRAF  T 
G,  LONGERON  REPAIR  ST RATE GV 

5,  POC  IS  DIR  MAT  MGT/MMSMA,  CAPT  CHUTCA,  RUT GOON  045-3070 
I  I  7900 

PR  I  OR  I  TV  + 

+  UNCLASSIFIED  E  F  T  0  * 

•K*  **4.*  ♦*++  f 


Appendix  C :  Supj)pxt__Qf  J.etjjina_  Fi5  Ai ra 


IS  15442  SFR  38  RR  RR  UUUU  DOUG  12 1355 

HO  hFLC  URIOHT  PhTTERSOH  RFB  OH//M I / / 

HO  USR  F  UR  SH 1 1 1 OTON  DC  /  /PR  I  /PRP  /  / 

INFO  HO  PRCRF  HiCkRfI  RFB  HI //CU// 

HO  USRFE  R RUST E IN  RB  GE//CU// 

SR-RLC  KELLV  RFB  TX//f1l1// 

OO-RLC  HILL  RFB  UT //MM // 

HQ  USRFE  UR3HIMGT0M  DC //LEV/PR  I // 

ZEM  HO  RFLC  URIGHT  PRTTERSOM  RFB  OH//CU// 


UNCLflS 


SUBJ: 


SUPPORT  OF  RET  I  RING  F-5  RIRCRRFT 


■IHO  USRF/PRI  MSG  051202Z  RPR  33 


1  REFERENCE  HO  RFLC/MI  MSG  0TI745Z  RPR  SS,  F-5  PROGRRMMIMG  RCTIOM 

2  UE  COMCUR  UITH  THE  IDER  EXPRESSED  IN  PRRRGRRPH  5  lU 1  OF  SUBJECT  MSG 
-j-HPiT  pending  determ  I  NRT  I  on-  OF  QUICK  SRLE  TO  FMS  CUSTOMERS.  RETIRING 
RIRCRRFT  TRRNSFER  TO  RMRRC  SHOULD  BE  DELRVED  UE  MILL  BE  EXPLORING 
RLTERNRTIUES  TO  RMRRC  STORAGE  RT  THE  F-5  PROGRAMMING  RlTIUN'd  LUNFERENlE 

21  RPR  33 

IS  1544  2  RPR  3y 


PAGE  2 


RR  RR  UUUU 


3  TO  ALLEOmTE  FUTURE  PROBLEMS,  ME  RECOMMEND  H  REUIEU  OF  THE  EXISTING 
POLICV  OF  RUTOMRTI CflLLV  MOUING  fllRCRRFT  TO  fiMRRC  UPON  PHfiSEOUT .  THE  US 

f 

OF  RMRRC  FOR  RIRCRRFT  WITH  FMS  POT ENTIRE  NEEDS  TO  BE  R  MRJOR  CORPORRTE 
DECISION.  HO  USRF/PRI ,  WITH  ITS  RCCESS  TO  FMS  CUSTOMER  REOU I REMENTS , 
RND  HO  USRF/PRP,  U I TH  ITS  KNOWLEDGE  OF  RSSET  RUR I LRB I L I  TV ,  RRE  IN  RN 
EXCELLENT  POSITION  TO  MRKE  TIMELV  DECISIONS  RS  TO  WHETHER  RMRRC  STGRRGE 
IS  RDUISRBLE  OR  WHETHER  NOUEMENT  DIRECT  BV  LOSING  RCTlUiTV  MRKES  MORE 
SENSE.  WE  IN  HO  RFLC  REMR I N  UERV  COMMITTED  TO  PRRT I C I PRT I NG  IN  THIS 
DECISION  PROCESS  HOWEVER,  THE  RIF:  STRFF  OFFICES  I  NUOLUED  RRE  iN  R 
UNIQUE  POSITION  TO  ENSURE  R  ERLRNCED  VIEW 


MR RUIN  RODIN,  aXMR  .  75060,  DD 
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Appendix  D:  Status  of  F-4  Aircraft  Program 


15  1657Z  MflV  90  RR  RR  UUUU 

FROM;  DLfl  CRMEROM  :E.TRTiON  UR  /  /  DL  ft-0  / / 

TO  CDR  DC SC  COLUMBUS  OH// 0 /OPU// 

CD  R  Du  SC  R  I CHM  OMD  ‘JR  /  /  0  /OP  W  /  / 

CDR  DESC  PHILRDELPHiR  PR//0/0PU// 

CDR  DP SC  PHILRDELPHIR  PR//Z$R// 

UMCLRS 

SUBJ:  STATUS  OF  F-4  AIRCRAFT  PROGRAM 

R  DLR-O  POLICY  MEMORRMDUM  90-1,  STOCK  FUHD  ITEM  MGT  POLICIES 

1  DEFEMSE  LOGISTICS  RGEMCV  •.DLR.j  WERPOM  SYSTEMS  SUPPORT  OFFICE  •  DUSSO 
HRS  OB TR I  MED  AIR  FORCE  ■ RF  ■  PHASE  DOUM  IHFORMRTIOM  FOR  THE  F-4  PROGRAM 
vUSDC  OZF:'  SUBJECT  IMFORMRTIOM  IS  CURRENTLY  THE  BASIS  FOR  URRIOUS  RF 
SU  PPL'/  AMD  F  I N RMC  I  RL  M RMRG  EMEH  T  DE  C  I S I  OMS 

2  RF  PLRMS  TO  REDUCE  NUMBER  OF  F-4  AIRCRAFT  FROM  1210  TO  5S4  B'/  OCT 
90,  PHASING  DOHN  TO  94  AIRCRAFT  BY  OCT  97.  THESE  RF  PROJECTIONS  MAY  BE 
REMISED  DOWNWARD  SO  THAT  BY  OCT  95  ONLY  5  AIRCRAFT  WILL  REMAIN  FL'/ING 
HOUR  PROGRAM  FOR  THE  F-4  WILL  ALSO  BE  REDUCED  COMM ENSU RATE LY  FOR  A  SO 
PERCENT  DROP  FOR  FY90  AND  A  87  PERCENT  TOTAL  DROP  BY  FY  97 


5  NhOV  H'llRTiOtl  SIJPPLV  UFFICE  •::RS0:.*  HRS  RDU I  SED  DUiSO  THRT  THE  HRUV'S 
25  F-4S  '  S  IDEW  irCiER  .'  RIRCRRFT  aJSDC  6  IN;-  UILL  BE  CONUERTED  TO  0F-4n 
DRONES 


4  FOR  ITEMS  UNIQUE  TO  THE  F-4  CWSDC  02F  OR  6  IN  BUT  NO  OTHER  USDC ,  RND 
NO  iIGNIFICRNT  DEMRND  FROM  OTHER  THRM  RIP;  FORCE  OR  NRUV> 

h.  REDUCE  OFD/OFD-NEll  BV  50S  UERIFV  RLL  NON-RECURRING  REOU I  REMENTS 
'.SbRS,  SFRo,  uTHER  '  ti I  TH  RPPROPFilRTE  F’FlOGRRM  MRNRGERS  IN  URITINL’ 

e.  RT  THE  TIME  OF  THE  BUV .  REDUCE  SRFETV  LEUEL  TO  NO  MORE  THRN  60 
DR  VS 

C  RLSO,  THE  TIME  OF  THE  BUV,  REDUCE  PROCUREMENT  CVCLE  TO  HRLF  TtiE 
LEUEL  SHOWN  IN  THE  RECOMMENDED  BUV,  BUT  TO  NO  LESS  THRN  S  MONTH'S, 

D  REDUCE  NSO  OURNTITIES  TO  HRLF  OF  THElR  PRESENT  URlUE  RND  RPPLV 
THE  POLICV  OUTLINED  IN  REF  R 

E  REUIEW  RLL  OPEN  PROCUREMENT  RCTIONS  CPR  RND  CONTRRCT  ■  FOR 
PO'S'SIBLE  TERMINRTION  OR  REDUCTION  DECISION  SHOULD  BE  MRDE  ON  THE  BRS  i  S 
OF  REDUCED  OFD ,  PROCUREMENT  CVCLE,  SRFETV  LEUEL  RND  NSO  LEUELS  DESCRIBED 
RECIFE 

F  RLL  RETL‘'TION  RND  RETURN  DECISIONS  ’SHOULD  BE  MRDE  OF  THE  BRSIS  OF 
THE  EDUCED  REQUIREMENTS  DESCRIBED  RBO"E 

5  DWSSO  WILL  CHRNGE  RF  WSDC  RND  NRUV  WSDC  FROM  LEUEL  B  TO  C 

6  IDENTIFV  RND  RECORD  THOSE  BENEFITS,  COST  SRUINGS  RND  COST  RHOIDRNCES 
RTTRIBUTED  TO  RCTIONS  TRKEN  IN  RESPONSE  TO  F-4  PHRSE  DOWN 

7  POC  IS  MILE  POLIV.  DLR-OSF,  R"  2S4-7075 
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ApQendix__E;„  Pentagon  Interviews 


interview  1 

Schonenberg.  Lt  Col  Paul  M..  Policy/Managemerit  Branch  Chief  of  the 
Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for  international 
Affairs  (SAF/IAPPM).  Personal  interview.  Pentagon.  19  June  91. 

Q:  Since  you  wrote  your  article  in  the  DISAM  Journal  (Suminer 
1989),  what  has  developea  with  the  “ramp  to  ramp"  concept? 

A;  1  think  that  the  circumstances,  as  they  originally  existed  back  at 
that  time  when  the  article  was  written,  remain  the  same.  I'm 
disappointed  that  we  haven't  made  more  progress  than  we  have  made. 
In  some  regards.  I  think  it  is  probablv  accurate  to  sav  that  we  have 
been  kmd  of  treading  water,  rather  than  making  anv  progress.  I'm 
troubled  bv  that.  The  idea  of  a  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfer  was  a  good 
idea.  It  IS  a  good  idea  from  the  standpoint  of  both  the  (FMS)  country 
and  the  (U.S.)  Air  Force  in  that  a  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfer  gives  an 
opportunity  to  provide  a  quality  aircraft  without  incurring  the 
additional  cost  of  storage  and  repair.  That  is  the  principal 
advantage  of  it.  With  a  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfer,  the  airplane  was  in 
use  one  day  in  the  United  States  Air  Force,  you  transfer  it.  and  the 
next  day  they  (the  FMS  country)  get  an  operational  aiicraft. 


Whereas,  if  you  put  it  into  AMARC.  or  you  put  it  into  some  other  kind 
of  storage  capacity,  you  incur  additional  cost  for  the  customer. 

These  costs  may  include  the  maintenance  of  the  aircraft  until  sucn 
time  that  it  is  transferred.  You  also  have  cost  associated  with  some 
deterioration  of  the  condition,  which  is  pretty  well  unavoidable.  The 
principle  reasons  for  doing  the  "ramp  to  ramp"  transfer  are  to  save 
money,  and  insure  the  condition  of  the  aircraft.  The  histone 
problem  with  doing  a  ramp  to  rarnp  transfer  has  been  the  non¬ 
availability  of  the  support  eguipment  and  spares  at  the  time  the 
transfer  took  place.  What  we  have  ended  uo  doing  is  transferring  an 
aircraft  which  cannot  be  fully  logistically  supported  at  the  time  of 
the  sale.  I  firmly  believe  that  the  reason  why  we  have  not  been  able 
to  fix  that  problem  of  having  a  fully  supported  aircraft  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  is  because  we  have  not  done  oroper  logistic  support 
analysis  ahead  of  time.  This  means  we  can't  go  to  the  country  and 
tell  the  country  what  they  need  to  have  in  order  to  logisticaHv 
support  the  sale.  There  is  a  variety  of  reasons  for  that.  I  think 
there  has  been  a  reluctance  on  part  of  the  logistics  command  to 
front  end  load  the  work  and  do  that  analysis  in  advance.  I  also  think 
part  of  the  reluctance  on  the  part  of  Air  Force  Logistics  Command  to 
do  that  work  in  advance  is  because  they  don’t  really  see  anv  benefit 
for  them  in  doing  that  advance  work  in  an  area  where  there  are 
scarce  resources.  That  type  of  work  has  just  a  too  low  of  a  pnontv 
to  get  done.  Unless  vou  have  that  kind  of  anaivsis  done  in  advance 
you  can't  tell  the  customer  what  he  needs  to  buy  for  him  to  get  it  on 
order  in  time  for  logistics  leadtime.  We  have  looked  at  what  kind  ot 


automated  systems  are  available  that  will  enable  us  to  do  that  and 
found  out  that  the  analysis  that  we're  looking  for  doesn't  exist  in 
existing  data  bases.  It  is  something  that  has  to  be  done.  There  is  no 
reason  why  it  can't  be  loaded  into  a  database  once  it  was  done,  but 
to  date  that  analysis  has  not  adequately  been  done  and  the  database 
has  not  been  created.  That  makes  it  a  labor  intensive  effort. 

Q-.  What  kind  of  databases  do  you  think  we  need  to  have? 

A:  I  think  first  and  foremost,  we  need  to  have  a  database  buiit  on 
aircraft  type  and  configuration.  In  addition  to  the  configuration  of 
the  aircraft,  mission  profiles  of  the  aircraft  that  apply.  In  other 
words,  you  are  going  to  have  a  F-5.  which  model  of  the  F-5  it  is 
going  to  be.  what  equipment  it  is  going  to  have  on  it.  and  what 
mission  IS  it  going  to  be  doing.  Based  on  that  information,  you  then 
need  to  have  an  analysis  of  what  kmd  of  support  equipment.  You 
need  to  have  your  support  equipment  requirements  broken  out  both  by 
common  and  oeculiar.  and  vou  need  to  be  able  to  have  it  cross 
referenced  to  other  weapon  systems  that  use  the  same  support 
equipment.  In  terms  of  spares  you  need  to  have  information  on 
spares  packages  that  include. ..that  would  support  packages 
consisting  of  different  numbers  of  aircraft  for  different  periods  of 
time,  lets  say  up  through  one  year.  That  analysis  needs  to  be  done 
manually  and  then  loaded. ..and  then  a  database  created.  Once  that 
database  is  created  it  needs  to  be  linked  into  the  other  databases 


that  are  available  v^/ithin  the  Air  Force  that  give  you  availability  of 
that  data,  and  the  lead  times  associated  with  procurement  for  those 
pieces  of  equipment,  which  are  not  available.  If  you  had  that,  if  you 
knew  what  the  requirements  were,  if  you  knew  what  the  availabilitv 
of  the  support  equipment  and  spares  were,  and  you  knew  what  the 
lead  time  was.  then  you  would  have  a  device  that  you  could  use  for 
planning  purposes  to  figure  out  if  a  sale  was  logistically 
supportable,  what  the  long  poles  in  the  tent  were  that  would  prevent 
the  recipient  country  from  buying  the  aircraft,  and  what  actions  vou 
needed  to  take,  either  by  coming  up  with  count?  funds  in  advance  to 
purchase  stuff  or  for  planning  purposes  for  use  of  Special  Defense 
Acquisition  Fund  monies  buy  in  anticipation  of  the  sale.  But.  you 
have  a  vehicle  you  can  use  for  planning  purposes  to  develop  your 
logistical  support  package  and  solve  those  problems  which  have 
effectively  kept  us  from  supporting  ramp  to  ramp  sales. 

Q:  You  mentioned  use  of  the  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund.  Have 
there  been  recent  changes  that  allow  use  of  this  fund  to  actually 
stockpile  spare  parts  and  support  equipment  in  anticipation  of  a 
(FMS^  sale? 

A;  Well,  we  have  gotten  the  people  who  run  the  Special  Defense 
Acquisition  Fund  sensitized  that  the  long  pole  in  the  tent  for  the  Air 
Force  is  not  the  availability  of  end  items,  like  aircraft,  but  the 
availability  of  support  equipment  and  spares  that  you  need  to 


support  those  things.  We  have  gotten  them  to  give  us.  I  believe.  SIO 
million  to  buy  F-4  spares  and  support  equipment  and  S4  million  to 
buy  C-130  support  equipment,  both  prior  to  actual  signed  LOAs.  In 
that  regard.  I  think  that  vire  have  been  successful.  We  have  also 
submitted  a  package  in  support  of  F-16s  which  we  were  turned  down 
on  because  they  didn't  think  that  we  had  sufficiently  done  our 
homework  to  quantify  the  requirements.  Having  said  all  that,  what  i 
am  telling  you  is  that  the  Air  Force  has  gotten  aporoximateiy  Si 4 
million  worth  of  SDAF  money  to  buy  in  anticipation  of  Foreign 
Military  Sales.  The  Air  Force  has  not  been  able  to  spend  any  of  that 
money.  The  reason  why  we  haven't  been  able  to  spend  any  of  that 
money  is  because  when  we  went  out  to  buy  stuff,  the  Air  Force  had 
not  been  able  to  figure  out  what  to  buy.  The  reason  we  couldn't 
figure  out  what  to  buy  was  because  the  front  end  logistic  support 
analysis  wasn't  properly  done.  It  is  all  back  to  the  same  thing,  if 
you  don't  do  vour  proper  front  end  analysis  you  can't  adequately 
execute  (the  sale). 

Q;  The  front  end  analysis  consists  of  mission  requirements  and 
particular  configurations  under  different  mission  conditions? 

A:  Yes. ...along  with  some  linkage  that  gives  you  availability  within 
the  system  and  your  lead  time  to  buy  it.  If  you  know  what  your 
requirements  are.  but  you  don’t  know  what  you  have  in  the 
warehouses,  and  you  don't  know  what  the  lead  time  is.  you  can't 


6.' 


know  how  to  properly  spend  your  money.  You  might  have  a  need  for 
something  which  you  know  that  you  don't  have  in  the  warehouses,  but 
the  lead  time  is  three  weeks.  Why  waste  SDAF  money  to  go  out  and 
buy  something  which  you  can  commonly  procure  with  3  weeks  lead 
time.  That's  stupid.  It  is  a  waste  of  money.  In  like  manner,  if  vou 
need  something,  but  you  have  500  of  them  in  the  warehouse,  you  sure 
as  heck  don't  want  to  spend  money  to  buy  them  regardless  of  wether 
the  lead  time  is  one  year  or  three  years.  You  might  have  something 
that  has  a  three  year  lead  time,  but  you  have  500  in  the  warehouse 
and  your  demand  level  is  2  a  month,  it  would  be  dumb  to  go  out  and 
buy  any  of  those.  You  need  to  have  all  three  pieces  of  the  pie.  You 
need  to  have  your  requirements,  you  need  to  have  your  present 
availability,  and  you  need  to  have  your  lead  time.  Only  if  you  have 
those  three  can  you  make  an  intelligent  decision  for  planning 
purposes  of  what  you  would  need  to  buy.  long  term,  in  advance. 

Q:  Looking  at  our  supply  and  logistics  system,  what  type  of 
accounting  and  reporting  procedures  do  we  use  now  that  will  best  fit 
that  need?  Are  there  existing  procedures  that  we  can  extract  pieces 
of  that  will  fill  these  needs?  Could  the  DO-41  play  a  part? 

A;  The  DO-41  could  do  part  of  it.  the  problem  is  having  an 
automated  system  that  could  give  you  the  feedback,  you  know,  a  tyoe 
that  automatically  pulls  together  the  data  and  automatically  does  a 
cross  referencing. 


Q:  What  you're  looking  for  is  a  type  of  a  system  you  could  tell,  for 
example,  you  have  24  airplanes,  specific  operating  environment, 
mission  profile,  and  the  system  would  come  back  and  tell  you  the 
requirements? 

A:  What  invariably  happens  is  that  most  of  these  sales  end  up 
getting  pulled  together  on  relatively  short  notice.  I  mean  thev  might 
be.  hvpothetically.  in  discussion  for  some  period  of  time.  When  ousn 
comes  to  shove,  it  usually  Is  that  the  Prime  Minister  is  coming  to 
the  United  States  for  a  meeting  with  the  President  and  there's  some 
discussion  on  about  base  access.  They  need  to  do  something  as  a 
quid-pro-quo.  If  the  time  is  right,  we  may  offer  them  twelve 
aircraft,  and  to  do  it  near  term.  Or.  there  is  a  sudden  decision  to 
drawdown  a  unit  somewhere  or  another  and  aircraft  are  going  to 
become  available.  There  are  three  competing  people  (countries'!  who 
would  all  like  to  get  those  aircraft.  Who  do  we  give  them  to.  can  we 
make  it  happen?  You've  got  a  time  crunch  and  vou  have  a  relatively 
short  period  of  time  to  figure  out  what  you  can  do.  what  makes 
sense  to  do.  and  what  vour  problem  areas  are.  Invariablv.  the 
decision  is  made  without  the  benefit  of  a  logistics  analysis,  other 
than  a  seat  of  the  pants  analysis,  because  vou  can't  get  the 
information  that  you  need  in  the  window  of  opportunity  that  you 
have  in  time  to  influence  the  decision.  Now. ...once  that  gets  done 
you're  already  into  a  problem  because  we've  already  made  the 
decision.  The  Unites  States  is  committed  and  we've  got  to  figure  out 


how  to  make  it  work.  What  i'm  saying  is.  we  need  to  develop  some 
kind  of  analysis  system  that  gives  us  information  adequately  in 
advance.. .so  that  we  can  influence  the  outcome.  What  I  would  like 
dearly  to  do  is  to  sit  here  at  my  desk  and  get  into  the  Air  Force 
computer  systems  and  into  the  SAMIS  System.  I'd  like  to  have  some 
automated  system  that  I  could  get  into.  I  would  first  call  up  and 
say.  it  looks  like  our  best  guesstimate  is  that  we're  going  to  have  24 
aircraft,  they're  going  to  be  F-16s  A&Bs.  they're  going  to  fly  the 
following  air-to-air  mission  and  the  following  sortie  rate.  Country 
"X"  wants  to  put  them  into  a  bare-base  environment  where  there  is 
no  existing  support  equipment  at  all.  brand  new  base.  What  do  we 
need  to  have,  from  scratch,  to  make  that  work.  I'd  like  to  be  able  to 
call  that  up.  I'd  like  to  be  able  to  know  what  the  dollar  amount  is. 
total  dollar  amount  for  the  equipment  involved  m  terms  of  minimum 
requirements,  and  then  I'd  like  to  be  able  to  pull  up  a  secondary 
package  of  nice-to-have  items  that  would  be  like  icing  on  the  cake. 
But.  the  first  thing  is.  can  they  (the  FMS  country)  launch  and  recover 
sorties,  and  fly  around  the  flag  pole?  What  is  the  minimum  amount 
of  requirements  that  they've  got  to  have.  Otherwise,  they're  not 
going  to  do  anything  at  all.  And  then,  as  a  secondary  thing,  if  they 
have  more  money  to  spend  and  they  would  like  to  have  some  gee- 
whiz.  nice-to-have  stuff  that  would  make  their  )ob  easier,  what  are 
some  other  things  that  they  can  get  which  would  be. ..not  need-to- 
have.  but  nice  to  have.  It's  kind  of  like,  you  don't  need  to  have  power 
windows  on  your  car.  but  you  do  need  to  have  windows,  otherwise 
you're  going  to  get  wet  when  it  rams.  Well.. .power  windows  are  an 


option,  which  are  nice,  but  if  you're  looking  for  basic  transportation, 
the  absence  of  power  windows  is  not  going  to  keep  you  from  driving 
the  vehicle  from  point  A  to  point  B.  That  kind  of  a  deal,  you  don't 
need  to  have  a  sunroof,  it  is  a  nice-to-have.  but  you  don't  need  to 
have  It.  So.  you're  going  to  have  the  basic  reguirements  list  first 
and  then  a  secondary  reguirements  list  of  nice-to-have  stuff,  if  they 
can  afford  it. 

Comment;  If  a  super  hot  radar  is  not  available,  then  the  next  one 
down  will  do? 

Response;  Yes.  right.  I'd  like  to  call  that  up  on  mv  screen  ana  then 
Olay  some  "what-if"  games  with  it.  If  they're  going  to  co-locate 
with  a  F-4  unit  that  is  already  there,  what  support  eguipment  do 
they  likely  have  in  order  to  support  the  F-4s  they  already  have? 

So. ..they  could  make  some  of  it  available,  possibly  to  support  the 
F-16s.  I  mean,  it  .may  slow  down  their  overall  sortie  rate,  bui  they'd 
at  least  have  the  eguipment  there  so  that  it's  not  going  to  be  a  show 
stopper.  It  wouldn't  keep  them  from  taking  the  aircraft  off.  I  would 
like  to  be  able  to  play  with  that  and  play  with  the  availability.  What 
IS  the  availability  of  the  stuff?  What  is  the  lead  time?  Where  are 
the  aircraft  coming  from?  Are  the  aircraft  all  going  to  come  from 
the  same  sguadron?  Is  it  a  National  Guard  squadron  in  South 
Carolina?  Is  that  National  Guard  Squadron  going  out  of  existence? 

It  would  be  nice  if  all  the  support  equipment  they  presently  have  is 


going  to  become  excess  and  1  can  use  it  for  this  purpose.  Or. ..are  we 
going  to  take  two  aircraft  from  each  of  six  sguadrons.  no  aircraft 
squadron  is  going  to  be  drawn  down  fout  of  existence)...  In  that  case 
there  will  be  no  excess  support  equipment.  I've  got  to  figure  out 
how  can  we  do  the  support,  figuring  that  there's  no  excess  supoort 
equipment.  Or...mavbe  there  is  a  National  Guard  F-4  sauadron  and  we 
are  going  to  sell  their  F-4s  and  replace  them  with  F-I6s.  There  is 
common  support  eguipment  that  is  used  both  on  F-4s  and  F-16s.  So. 
they  (the  Guard  Unit)  are  going  to  want  to  keep  that  common  support 
equipment  and  only  buy  the  F-16  support  equipment  that  thev  need 
and  the  F-4/F-16  common  support  equipment  is  not  going  to  be 
available  for  use  as  part  of  the  sale.  So...  I  have  to  figure  cut 
another  place  to  get  that  from.  I'd  like  to  sit  down  at  the  screen  and 
work  all  those  kinds  of  scenarios  and  then  be  able  to  come  up  with  a 
prettv  reasonable  game  plan.  Say.  for  example.  Morocco  wants  to 
have  "X"  number  of  aircraft  and  it  looks  like  thev're  going  to  come 
from  the  following  source.  As  a  result  of  those  two  facts,  thev're 
going  to  get  this  number  of  aircraft  to  put  in  this  place  and  the 
aircraft  are  coming  from  this  location.  1  can  give  vou  an  analysis 
indicating  what  support  equipment  is  required,  what  support 
equipment  is  available,  and  what  we  need  to  do  to  make  it  work.  ...rd 
like  to  be  able  to  give  that  information  within  the  window  of 
opportunity  that  people  are  using  to  make  decisions  about  whether 
or  not  to  offer  the  aircraft  to  Morocco,  or  anv  other  country.  If  i 
could  give  that,  and  you  know  that  the  countries  that  we  deal  with 
are  not  stupid,  they  are  perfectly  willing  to  buy  support  equipment 


with  long  leadtimes.  and  give  us  money  to  buy  it  now.  They  are 
willing  to  do  that  if  we  can  explain  to  them  what  it  is  that  they  have 
to  have  and  why  they  have  to  have  it.  Our  problem  in  the  past  has 
always  been  that  we've  never  been  able  to  do  that.  Invariably,  what 
we've  said  is.  "we  think  you'll  need  $10  million  worth  of  support 
equipment,  undefinitized.  and  we'll  definitize  after  the  contract  is 
written  and  signed."  Then  the  definitization  conference  usually 
takes  place  long  after  the  decision's  been  made  to  sell  the  aircraft. 

In  some  cases,  the  definitization  conferences  for  support  equipment 
and  spares  take  place  after  the  aircraft  have  arrived  in  the  (FMS'j 
country.  By  the  time  you've  done  that,  if  there's  something  that  was 
a  critical  piece  of  support  equipment  or  critical  spares,  you  are  now 
adding  three  years  to  your  logistics  leadtime.  That  is  really  dumb. 

It  makes  us  look  really  bad  to  our  customers.  It  causes  America  to 
lose  face.  It  sharply  increases  the  cost  of  supporting  the 
transaction  and  greatly  increases  the  turmoil.  It's  a  bad  deal  for 
everybody,  but  it's  a  bad  deal  that  could  be  avoided  if  we  did  better 
front  end  planning. 

Q:  There  are  two  points  I  would  like  to  clarify.  The  first  concerns 
the  use  of  SDAF  monies  to  buy  parts  for  C-I30s  and  F-4s.  How 
would  we  sequester  parts  purchased  with  SDAF  money  to  segregate 
them  from  normal  U.S.  Air  Force  Stocks? 


A:  That's  another  Droblem  which  we  currently  have  and  which  we 
have  asked  AFLC  to  work.  There  are  at  least  two  ways  you  can  do 
that.  Obviously,  one  wav  is  that  you  just  have  a  warehouse  and  vou 
have  everything  delivered  into  one  warehouse  and  you  lock  it  ud.  Its 
sealed  and  separately  located.  AFLC  has  not  wanted  to  take  that 
approach.  The  approach  that  AFLC  has  wanted  to  do  is  to  commingle 
the  SDAF  stocks  with  other  (USAF)  assets  and  have  it  computer 
coded.  It  is  identified  as  being  a  reserve  stock,  but  it  is  ]ust 
located  at  the  same  place  as  other  stocks.  They  have  not  been  able 
to.  yet.  figure  out  a  way  that  they  can  insure  that  it  will  be  done  m 
such  a  manner.  When  it  comes  time  to  get  the  asset,  is  the  asset 
still  there,  sitting  on  the  shelf. 

Q;  Is  this  similar  to  the  CLSSA  arrangement? 

A:  Its  similar,  with  Cooperative  Logistics  Supnly  Support 
Arrangements  (CLSSA)  what  vou  do  is  to  have  the  country  buy  m  (to 
the  USAF  logistics  system),  and  their  buying  in  gives  them  better 
drawing  rights.  It  gives  them  a  better  priority  for  drawing  rights. 
By-in-large.  CLSSAs  work  OK.  Now.  ...the  problems  with  CLSSAs  are 
that  when  a  country  buys  in  on  their  drawing  rights  and  they  sav  "OK. 
we're  going  to  give  you  the  money.  We  can  draw  one  unit  every  three 
months  over  the  span  of  a  year".  The  Air  Force  doesn't  necessarily 
buv.  over  the  span  of  a  year,  four  units  and  put  it  on  the  shelf.  The 
Air  Force  will  their  computer  analysis.  It  indicates  in  order  (for  the 


FMS  country)  to  have  drawing  rights  for  one  asset  every  three 
months,  considering  the  turn  time  for  repair  and  other  things,  rather 
than  buying  four  units  and  have  them  sitting  on  the  shelf,  we  oiny 
need  to  have  an  additional  one  and  one  half  units  sitting  on  the  shelf. 
So.  ...we'll  only  buy  an  additional  one  and  one  half  units.  The  Air 
Force  doesn't  buy  all  the  assets  that  one  would  think  we  would  as  a 
layman.  You  know.  ...buy  four  units  and  put  them  on  the  shelf.  It 
doesn't  quite  work  out  that  way.  The  good  news  about  that  is  the 
country  doesn't  get  charged  for  buying  four  units.  They  buy  drawing 
rights,  but  they  don't  pay  the  full  price  for  four  units.  There  is  a 
little  quid-pro-quo  in  there.  Granted,  we  don't  put  everything  on  the 
shelf  that  we  say  they  can  have  drawing  rights  for.  The  other  side  is 
that  we  don't  charge  them  to  buy  four  units  either.  There  are 
occasions  when  a  country  doesn't  always  get  everything, 
immediately,  when  they  say  they  want  it.  That  happens  sometimes. 
Actually.  CLSSAs  workout  fairly  well.  I  think 

That's  not  quite  the  same  problem  as  we're  talking  about  here 
though.  Because  ...with  CLSSAs.  the  assets  are  obviously  co-mmgled 
and  they  are  not  fenced,  they  are  just  drawing  out  of  a  pot.  Whereas, 
what  we  were  talking  about  on  this  other  thing,  buying  in 
anticipation  of  sales,  we  don't  want  those  to  be  co-mmgled.  I  mean 
we  really  want  those  to  be  fenced  assets.  By  definition,  we  wouldn't 
be  buying  them  if  they  weren't  already  in  short  supply  and  they 
weren't  long  leadtime.  If  we  know  they're  short  supply  and  long 
leadtime,  we'd  darn  well  better  fence  them,  otherwise  we  can  pretty 
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weil  guarantee  that  they  aren’t  going  to  be  available  for  the  country 
when  the  country  needs  them. 

Q:  When  a  country  submits  a  LOA  for  purchase  of  some  of  this 
equipment  that  we  have  sequestered  for  them,  will  they  pav  all 
storage  costs  associated  with  the  items  up  to  the  time  of  delivery? 

A:  Yes. ..that  would  be  a  reasonable  assumption.  But.  the  other  thing 
that  you  need  to  remember  is  wa  are  not  going  to  buy  items  that  are 
not  long  leadtime.  There  are  a  couple  ways  to  look  at  it.  One  v^ay  is 
how  are  vou  going  to  aggregate  the  assets?  Are  you  going  to  sav. 
"You  need  this  total  package,  we're  going  to  aggregate  it.  hold  it.  and 
then  ship  it  to  you  all  in  one  fell  swoop".  That's  one  possibility.  The 
other  possibility  is  we'll  order  stuff  and  as  it  comes  in  we'll  send  it 
to  you.  That  way  the  FMS  country  will  have  it  in  advance  and  store  it 
in  their  own  facility.  There  are  advantages  and  disadvantages  to 
both  of  those.  If  we  store  it.  we  know  where  it  is.  hopefully,  but 
there  is  a  cost  associated  with  storing  it.  If  we  ship  it  to  the 
country  we  run  the  risk  of  that  when  the  country  receives  it.  they 
won't  know  what  to  do  with  it.  Their  supply  systems  are  not  that 
wonderful  either.  Frankly,  in  most  cases  theirs  is  worse  than  ours. 
We  can  ship  it  to  them,  then  3  years  later  when  the  aircraft  arrive 
and  they  need  it  to  support  the  aircraft,  they  can't  find  it.  That's  a 
whole  different  problem.  In  this  business,  the  solution  to  one 
problem  usually  creates  an  opportunity  for  another  p''oblem  to  occur. 


You  have  to  figure  out  a  matrix  solution  that  will  solve  it  all.  But. 
the  real  issue  on  the  long  leadtime  stuff  is  there  should  not  be  that 
much  of  a  storage  problem  associated  with  it.  You're  ordering  stuff 
that,  by  definition,  is  long  leadtime.  We're  saying  "you  can  buy 
aircraft  from  us  three  years  from  now.  we  won't  have  the  following 
specific  pieces  of  supoort  equipment,  or  specific  spares  that  you 
will  need,  and  they  are  long  leadtime  for  acquisition  items."  It  is 
going  to  take  us  two  years  to  acquire  those  for  you.  if  you  want  to 
buv  those  aircraft  three  years  from  now.  have  those  aircraft 
delivered,  and  have  those  aircraft  logistically  supportable  at  the 
time  of  delivery,  you're  going  to  have  to  give  uc  some  money  three 
years  in  advance  for  us  to  buy  those  long  leadtime  items.  Because  of 
the  leadtimes.  we're  not  overly  concerned  about  the  aggregating 
together  of  a  whole  lot  of  extra  storage  costs.  We're  |ust  trying  to 
get  the  money  in  advance  to  satisfy  the  leadtime  requirement. 


Q;  If  we  knew  the  type  of  aircraft,  would  we  try  to  stagger  our 
requests,  or  buving,  of  this  long  leadtime  equipment,  i:,  order  for  it 
to  arrive  at  a  point  in  time  where  it  could  be  shipoed  to  the  FMS 
country  close  to  the  delivery  time  of  the  aircraft? 

A:  It  we  were  doing  things  smart  that  is  the  way  we  would  do  it. 
Now  ...we  also  live  in  an  imperfect  world.  There  has  to  be  some 
flexibility  there.  If  v/e're  going  to  err.  I'd  prefer  that  we  err  on  the 
side  of  being  conservative.  I  would  argue  that  we  would  be  better 


off  incurring  a  little  storage  costs  in  order  to  be  sure  that  we  could 
fully  support  the  sale  in  the  future.  I'd  build  a  little  bit  of  a  fudge 
factor  in:  to  make  sure  that  we  didn't  have  a  problem.  That's  just  my 
opinion,  and  I'm  a  conservative  guy.  The  premise,  and  the  goal,  would 
be  to  stagger  the  ordering,  based  on  the  leadtime,  so  that  you'd 
pretty  well  have  everything  showing  up  at  the  same  point  in  time. 
That  point  in  time  would  be  right  before  the  shipment  of  the 
aircraft. 

Q;  Has  the  country  actually  bought  the  aircraft?  Are  the  aircraft 
stored  at  AMARC?  Or  is  this  something  that  happens  after  we  have 
pledged  to  sell  a  specific  number  of  aircraft  to  a  particular  country 
at  a  future  point  m  time. 

A;  It  would  be...  we  actually  sell  this  number  of  aircraft  to  this 
country  at  this  time.  As  a  general  rule,  what  ends  up  happening  is 
we  program  aircraft  phasing  out  of  the  inventory  and  we  do  a  orettv 
good  job  of  it.  We  have  a  kind  of  game  plan  laid  out  of  what  is  to  be 
coming  out  of  the  inventory  during  any  given  quarter  or  year.  That's 
kind  of  programmed  a  couple  of  years  m  advance.  Although  things 
change  a  little  bit  based  on  conventional  forces  negotiations,  budget 
considerations,  and  things  like  that.  By-in-large.  the  plan  has 
stayed  reasonably  steady.  You've  got  kind  of  a  phase  out  game  plan 
that  IS  reasonably  steady  and  we're  not  going  to  sell  evervthing 
that's  coming  out  of  the  inventory  anyway.  We  don't  want  to.  that's 
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not  necessarily  a  good  idea.  To  segregate  out  a  certain  portion  of 
assets  that  we're  going  to  make  available  to  FMS.  we  can  be  pretty 
safe  that  it  is  feasable  and  it  is  feasable  at  a  certain  quarter,  at  a 
certain  timeframe. 

Q:  In  some  conversations  with  people  at  AFLC  headquarters,  there 
was  some  discussion,  on  their  part,  of  the  potential  of  allowing  a 
FMS  country  to  fund  an  artificial  level  of  flying  hours,  for  example 
the  F-4s.  through  the  DO-41  system.  If  they  were  to  fund  an 
artificial  level  of  flying  hours,  it  would  translate  into  an  increased 
level  of  spare  parts  that  would  remain  in  the  inventory  rather  than 
those  parts  being  drawn  down  as  the  aircraft  were  phased  out.  Are 
you  familiar  with  anv  plans  to  use  an  existing  system,  such  as  the 
DO-41  system,  to  keep  spare  part  inventories  up  to  an  acceptable 
level  prior  to  the  sale? 

A:  That's  not  a  bad  idea.  But....  spares  are  not  the  real  problem.  The 
real  problem  is  support  equipment.  While  that  is  not  a  bad  idea.  ...it 
IS  not  the  long  pole  in  the  tent.  The  major  thing  is...  when  vou  put  6 
aircraft  in  somewhere  or  another,  if  need  be.  thev  can  cannibalize 
two  of  them  in  order  to  keep  the  others  flying.  So.  spares  are  not 
really  the  problem.  And  again,  foreign  countries  do  not  fly  anvwhere 
near  the  aggressive  flying  schedule  that  we  fly.  Spares  are  a 
problem  and  it  is  worth  working,  but  they  are  not  the  critical 
problem.  The  critical  problem  is  the  support  equipment.  The 


problems  associated  with  the  support  equipment  are;  (1)  We  don't 
know  what  we  really  have  and  where  it  is.  (2)  we  don't  know  what 
we  really  need.  (3)  we  don't  know  what  it  costs,  and  (4)  we  don't 
know  what  the  procurement  lead  time  is.  We  usually  act  in  a  bind 
and  we  do  things  that  are  stupid.  Like  for  example.  ...I'm  aware  of 
some  cases  where  we  have  sold  countries  in  tropical  climates 
de-icers,  because  we  use  them.  But.  based  on  where  they  are 
geographically  located,  the  types  of  missions,  and  based  on  ihe  fact 
that  they  are  really  poor,  they  don't  have  a  lot  of  money  in  the  first 
place.  I  view  it  as  almost  criminal  that  we  could  do  that.  Its  stupid. 
Its  certainly  a  bad  call,  a  bad  decision.  Obviously,  it  makes  uc  look 
very  unprofessional  and  it  is  a  waste  of  money.  There  is  no  excuse 
for  selling  a  country  in  a  tropical  climate  de-icing  equipment.  But. 
...our  systems  are  such  that  you  have  someone  who  has  a  stack  of 
paper  two  inches  thick  that  has  a  whole  lot  of  number  on  it.  and  thev 
don't  have  any  idea  what  the  numbers  are.  what  the  numbers 
represent,  if  they  are  needed  or  not.  if  they  are  critical  or  if  thev 
are  not.  You  can't  take  a  computer  list  that  is  two  inches  thick  that 
has  a  lot  of  numbers  on  it  and  ask  a  computer  to  solve  your  problem. 
You  need  to  have  a  human  interface  with  someone  who  has  some 
common  sense  and  knows  a  little  bit  about  aircraft  maintenance  and 
knows  a  little  bit  about  that  particular  weapons  system  to  go 
through  that  list  and  figure  out  if  those  requirements  are  good 
requirements  or  bad  requirements. 


Q:  Is  that  list  something  like  an  Initial  Spares  Support  List  (ISSL)? 


A:  Yes.  and  you  know.  ...I  doubt  that  you  could  go  to  any  two  bases 
and  find  the  same  ISSL.  because  each  base  has  a  different 
requirement,  based  on  slightly  different  equipment  on  their  aircraft 
and  slightly  different  mission  considerations.  There  are  some 
things  which  are  common  requirements  on  all  of  them.  You're  going 
to  find  some  kind  of  a  dash  60  equivalent  on  any  ISSL  that  you  go  to. 
There  are  some  things  that  are  core  requirements  and  you've  got  to 
have  and  there  are  other  things  that  are  going  to  depend  on  what  kind 
of  radar  you've  got.  what  kind  of  bomb  release  systems  you've  got.  or 
any  of  a  number  of  differences.  But.  there  are  some  things  that  will 
alwavs  remain  the  same.  You  can't  just  load  an  ISSL  into  a  computer 

and  think  that  you've  got  your  job  done.  You  need  to  have  a  better 

analysis  of  what  your  requirements  are. 

Q:  Earlier  you  said  that  we  don't  do  our  job  of  collecting  data  on  the 

front  end.  At  what  point  in  the  life  cycle  of  an  aircraft  does  the 

data  need  to  be  collected  and  what  tvpes  of  data  do  we  specifically 
need? 

A:  We  do  a  pretty  good  job  on  the  spares  side  of  the  house  on 
collecting  data  for  failure  and  usage  rates.  ...If  I  knew  what  aircraft 
a  foreign  country  was  going  to  fly  and  I  had  a  reasonable  idea  of  how 
the  aircraft  was  configured,  what  mission  it  was  going  to  fly.  and 
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how  many  hours  a  month  they  were  going  to  fly.  I  could  go  to  some 
people  and  get  a  pretty  good  analysis  of  what  kind  of  spares 
consumption  they  were  going  to  have  on  a  monthly  basis.  From  that 
we  could  build  a  pretty  good  spares  package.  The  biggest  place 
where  we  have  deficiencies  is  on  the  support  equipment  side. 

Q:  Do  we  need  to  develop  a  collection  system  on  how  we  use  support 
equipment,  based  on  failure  rates,  replacement  rates,  and  other 
factors,  similar  to  the  way  we  do  for  spare  parts? 

A:  That's  true,  except  that,  frankly  most  support  equipment  doesn't 
wear  out.  ...Most  support  equipment  |ust  really  doesn't  wear  out. 
We've  got  twenty  to  thirty  year  old  support  equipment  out  there  that 
IS  still  doing  just  fine  and  its  almost  impossible  to  destroy.  Its 
been  upgraded  and  modified.  Sometimes...  its  hard  to  keep  track  of 
what  we  really  have,  where  its  located,  and  what  kind  of  condition 
Its  in.  That's  what  we  really  don't. have  good  visibility  of  and  we 
really  don't  have  a  good  indication  of....  for  different  pieces  of 
support  equipment,  what  the  commonality  of  it  is.  For  example,  we 
have  done  some  phase  out  of  B-52  aircraft  and  we  are  never  going  to 
sell  a  B-52  to  a  foreign  country.  I  don't  think  so.  However,  there 
may  be  some  support  equipment  used  in  support  of  the  B-52s  that  is 
common  and  could  also  be  used  in  support  of  F-4s.  Or.  with  minor 
modifications  could  be  used  to  support  F-4s.  A-7s.  or  F-16s.  I  don't 
know  any  place  where  you  could  go  to  get  the  information  needed  to 
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identify  and  cross  reference  in  order  to  see  the  commonality,  and  to 
then  see  if  through  B-52  phase  out  we're  generating  support 
equipment  that  could  be  useable  in  support  of  F-16  sales.  It  may 
well  be  that  a  country  like  Greece  who's  buying  F-16s.  no  let's  say 
Morocco.  Morocco  may  be  buying  some  used  F-16s  and  they  need 
some  support  equipment.  It  might  be  that  we're  asking  them  to  go 
out  and  buy  it  new  with  a  three  year  leadtime  when  there  may  be 
something  available  due  to  B-52  deactivations.  But.  we  don't  know 
about  It.  The  deficiencies.  ...we  do  a  pretty  good  job  on  the  spares 
side  of  the  house  for  being  able  to  do  demand  rates  and  things  like 
that.  I  think  the  suggestion  of  creating  an  artificial  utilization 
factor  for  projections  is  not  a  bad  idea.  The  principle  problem  and 
the  principle  long  pole  in  the  tent  in  making  (FMS)  sales  work  is.  bv- 
m-large.  the  support  equipment  side.  Now.  having  said  ail  that, 
there  are  some  occasional  cases  on  the  spares  side  ...where  there  are 
some  critical  spares  lists.  There  are  some  spares  that  are  in 
critically  short  supply,  but  we  have  much  better  visibility  of  them. 
I'm  not  altogether  sure  that  using  some  SDAF  money  for  spares  is 
not  a  bad  idea.  Let's  say,  based  on  an  analysis  that  we're  going  to 
continue  to  stay  in  a  bad  posture  on  certain  spares  for  some  period 
of  time.  We  know  that  we're  going  to  have  some  FMS  sales  that  will 
take  place  two  years  down  the  road.  We’d  better  see  if  we  can 
acquire  some  of  these  critical  spares  in  advance.  We'll  use  some 
SDAF  money  to  do  that.  If  you  use  SDAF  money  like  that,  you've  got 
to  have  a  fencing  mechanism  to  make  sure  the  parts  are  there  for 
use  bv  the  FMS  country.  For  example,  the  part  finally  comes  in  after 


a  three  year  wait  in  the  pipeline  and  then  the  next  day  an  (U.S.)  Air 
Force  unit  sucks  it  up  to  satisfy  a  MICAP  requirement.  That  would 
not  be  fair.  That  would  also  crutch  along  the  (U.S.)  Air  Force  when 
the  Air  Force  has  underfunded  spares.  That  really  doesn't  help  the 
(U.S.)  Air  Force  either.  Our  FMS  countries  would  kill  us  if  we  used 
their  money  to  buy  long  leadtime  spares  and  then  they  were  not 
available  when  they  needed  them.  And  that  is  similar  to  the  CLSSA 
problem  that  we  talked  about  earlier. 

Interview  2 

MacDonald.  Lt  Col  Angus.  Program  Officer.  Weapons  Branch/Plans  & 
Programs  Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  for  International  Affairs  (SAF/AIPPW).  Personal  Interview. 
Pentagon.  19  June  91. 


Q:  What  did  the  U.S.  Air  Force  hope  to  accomplish  by  "ramp-to-ramo" 
transfers? 

A:  The  reason  that  we  originally  tried  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfers  was 
so  we  could  put  airplanes  into  countries,  have  them  met  by  qualified 
maintainers.  and  backed  up  bv  an  adequate  logistics  stream.  The 
supplies  would  be  enroute.  the  contracts  in  place,  and  the  support 
equipment  on  the  ramp.  The  aircrews  would  also  be  trained.  To  do 
all  that  requires  some  leadtime.  It  was  initially  figured  that  if  we 
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were  able  to  calculate  the  leadtime  to  generate  all  that,  then  we 
would  be  able  to  better  program  airplanes  into  a  country.  It  seems 
logical.  In  an  ideal  world  it  would  be  logical  and  it  would  work. 
Unfortunately,  academicians  live  in  a  perfect  world,  but  we  don't. 
We've  got  to  work  this  thing  from  a  standpoint  of  aircraft  coming 
out.  based  on  budgetary,  as  well  as  political  constraints.  We've  got 
transfers  that  are  made  or  promised,  based  on  political 
considerations,  by  political  appointees,  elected  officials,  and  peoole 
who  have  worked  in  those  (FMS)  countries.  Where  a  country,  in  I99i. 
can  be  a  friend  of  ours,  an  ally,  on  our  good  guy  list,  and  eligible  to 
receive  this  equipment.  It  could,  as  in  the  case  of  Thailand  and  as  in 
the  case  of  Pakistan,  in  a  few  years,  be  on  our  bad  guy  list  over  just 
one  incident.  The  budgetary  problems  we  have,  although  we  try  to 
predict  how  many  airplanes  are  going  to  be  programmed  as  excess 
four  years  from  now.  are  a  mess.  They  can  be  as  political  as  this:  a 
state  that  w^.nts  fighters  to  stay  on  its  soil  because  the 
congressman  happens  to  like  fighters.  He  doesn't  want  heavy 
airplanes  parked  on  his  ramps.  He  has  this  macho  thing  about 
fighters.  It  may  be  that  he  will  delay  the  decision  to  make  those 
fighters  excess.  He  can  steam-roll  a  vote  in  Congress  to  prevent 
those  fighters  from  becoming  excess  in  the  time  frame  that  we  need 
them.  Or.  ...it  could  be  that  a  congressman  wants  a  heavy  aircraft 
because  it  gives  more  jobs,  more  maintainers.  more  hours.  He  will 
fight  to  keep  those  airplanes  in  place  rather  than  transitioning  to  a 
fighter  aircraft.  That  keeps  the  heavy  aircraft  from  coming  out  of 
the  inventory.  Its  very  simplistic,  but  those  are  the  things  that  can 


happen.  Budget  drawdowns,  early  retirements  of  aircraft,  and 
airplanes  breaking  at  a  much  higher  rate  than  we  had  predicted, 
affect  the  numbers  of  assets  available.  Damage  indices  really  get  uo 
there  to  the  point  that  aircraft  we  programmed  out  in  flyable 
condition  in  1994  are  no  longer  flyable  assets  in  1993.  They  become 
so  bad  that  they  need  maior  modifications  to  make  the  airplane 
flyable.  Take  the  T-37  for  example,  they  will  be  coming  out  of  the 
inventorv  shortly,  however  they  will  be  within  10  hours  of 
grounding.  What  can  you  do? 

Q:  Can  we  repair  the  T-37? 

A;  They  are  repairable,  but  it  will  cost  at  least  $150,000  per 
aircraft.  The  kit  alone  will  cost  $50,000.  if  we  can  find  the  kits 
anvwhere.  We  have  to  go  buy  that  kit.  find  a  source  for  that  kit.  to 
give  the  airplane  what  is  called  a  SLEP.  Structural  Life  Extension 
Program.  This  program  gives  the  airplane  an  additional  8000  hour 
life.  Its  a  great  airplane  after  you  put  the  $150,000  into  it. 

However,  you  must  alwavs  remember  that  the  countries  that  we  are 
"giving"  these  aircraft  to  need  them  at  bargain  basement  prices. 
Additional  monitary  requirements  cause  problems.  Where  do  these 
countries  get  this  money?  We’re  asking  them  to  make  commitments 
four  years  m  advance  on  aircraft  that  are  as  tenuous  as  these  are. 

Its  a  big  problem  because  manv  of  these  (FMS)  countries  have  no 
budget  that  go  out  that  far.  Most  of  these  countries  are  new  to  the 
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idea  of  democratic  government  and  new  to  the  process  of  budgeting. 
Remember  also,  governments  change  in  these  countries  quite  a  bit. 
We  have  all  these  problems  to  deal  with.  What  the  drive  toward 
"ramp-to-ramp"  transfers  has  done  is  that  it  has  caused  us  to  really 
scrub  the  kinds  of  factors  that  are  important.  To  make  it  work 
better,  we  still  shoot  for  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfers  because  it 
makes  us  go  through  all  the  iterations  of  getting  smart.  For  example 
we  have  to  ask  ourselves  what  kind  of  training  are  we  going  to  need, 
what  kind  of  logistics  are  we  going  to  need.  We  have  to  bump  that  up 
against  a  generic  model  of  the  minimum  amount  of  logistics  that  is 
required  to  support  those  aircraft  in  a  country  that  has  never 
operated  those  aircraft  before.  Or.  ...in  a  new  bare  base  situation.  A 
bare  base  requires  a  whole  new  concept,  probably  more  training 
because  they  will  have  to  tram  more  people.  Those  are  the  kinds  of 
things  that  we  have  to  consider.  Once  we  have  a  generic  model  of 
the  types  of  logistics,  training,  and  infrastructure  requirements, 
then  we  have  to  find  out  the  type  of  infrastructure  the  country 
already  has.  Are  we  talking  about  a  country  that  wants  F-I5s  and 
have  flown  Mirages,  and  we  will  only  have  to  help  them  make  the 
transition?  Are  we  talking  about  a  country  that  has  never  flown 
modern  aircraft?  If  so.  we'll  have  a  large  problem  in  training  both 
the  maintainers  and  the  air  crews.  All  of  those  factors  extend  the 
leadtime  and  must  be  considered.  "Ramp-to-ramp"  transfers  is  what 
we  shoot  for.  but  we  have  recentiv  gotten  a  lifting  of  the  restriction 
of  using  AMARC  as  an  interim  storage  facility.  Other  things  that  we 
do  to  insure  that  we  have  supplies  on  hand  in  the  near  term  is  to 
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take  a  certain  number  of  aircraft  and  stick  them  into  AMARC.  then 
cannibalize  them  to  make-up  an  initial  support  capability. 

Everytime  we  do  a  transfer  it  is  a  special  case.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  boilerplate  in  this  business.  There  is  some  foundation  and  a 
track  to  run  on.  There  are  some  people  with  lots  of  experience  that 
you  can  go  to.  but  there  are  no  two  transfers  that  are  alike. 

Q:  You  mentioned  a  lifting  of  the  restriction  on  using  AMARC.  Can 
you  tell  me  about  that? 

A:  I  briefed  ihe  Chief  (of  Staff)  in  September  of  last  year  (1990)  and 
asked  him  to  allow  us  to  use  AMARC.  He  agreed  that  AMARC  was  a 
viable  possibility  and  that  we  would  be  able  to  do  that.  We  can  stick 
airplanes  in  AMARC.  Why  don't  we  want  to  do  that?  Because  it  runs 
the  price  of  airplanes  up. 

Q;  Prior  to  September  of  last  year,  could  we  not  put  airplanes, 
destined  for  FMS.  into  AMARC  for  storage? 

A;  We  were  forbidden  from  doing  that.  It  was  a  policy  not  to  do  that. 
General  Welch  told  us.  specifically,  that  it  will  be  "ramp-to-ramp" 
transfers.  Regardless.  It  made  it  very  difficult.  It  made  command 
levies  more  palatable  to  the  Chief,  compared  to  putting  airplanes 
into  AMARC  and  then  pulling  them  out  later. 
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Cherry.  Capt  Lee.  Logistics  Officer.  Weapons  Branch/Plans  & 
Programs  Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  for  International  Affairs  (SAF/AIPPW).  Personal  Interview. 
Pentagon.  19  June  91 . 

Q:  What  do  command  levies  do  to  the  active  air  forces? 

A:  In  many  cases  it  devastated  their  abilitv  to  perform  their 
mission.  Varving  degrees  of  hurt  were  felt  because  what  we  would 
have  to  was  to  go  out  and  take  serviceable  support  equipment  from 
active  Air  Force  units  and  give  it  to  our  foreign  customers.  AFLC 
tries  to  spread  the  hurt  around  and  take  only  one  or  two  pieces  from 
each  base.  In  many  cases  that  was  a  critical  decision  and  it  impeded 
their  ability  to  do  their  work.  Its  not  a  good  solution  and  it  should 
be  avoided.  Sometimes,  when  necessity  dictates,  it  can  be  used  as  a 
last  resort. 

Q:  Command  levies  were  used  to  provide  enough  support  equipment 
to  accompany  sales  of  aircraft. 


A:  Yes. 


Q:  Can  you  give  me  an  example  of  a  transfer  that  used  command 
levies? 

A;  Yes.  one  that  I  remember  that  used  it  on  a  massive  scale  was  the 
sale  of  F-4s  to  Turkey  and  Greece,  it  involved  squadron  size 
numbers  of  aircraft. 

Q;  How  much  of  the  support  equipment  was  taken  from  our  (USAF) 
units  ? 

A;  All  of  It.  At  that  time,  when  we  were  drawing  down  the  numbers 
of  aircraft,  we  were  not  closing  down  any  bases.  We  didn't  have  any 
excess  support  equipment  to  support  the  planes  that  were  sold.  Vv'e 
didn't  have  any  leadtime  because  the  decision  was  made  very  quickly 
We  couldn't  go  out  and  buy  the  support  equipment,  it  came  out  of 
somebody's  hide.  We  took  it  out  of  the  Air  Force's  hide. 

Q;  Lt  Col  Schonenberg  considers  support  equipment  as  the  thing  that 
limits  our  ability  to  use  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  effectiveiv. 
How  would  you  compare  the  spares  situation  to  that  of  support 
equipment? 

A;  With  spares  you  have  several  options.  One  is  to  use  some  of  the 
airplanes  as  cann  birds.  You  fly  the  majority  of  the  airplanes  and 
use  the  parts  off  of  the  others.  The  leadtime  for  spares  packages  is 


usually  not  nearly  as  long  as  that  for  support  equipment.  If  you  don't 
have  the  support  equipment  to  test  or  repair  certain  items  as  the 
fail,  you  don't  have  anywhere  to  go.  Lack  of  support  equipment  puts 
an  additional  strain  on  spares  inventories.  You  have  lo  have  the 
support  equipme-^t  to  support  the  concept  that  you're  flying  under.  If 
you're  cniv  doing  launch  and  recover  operations  you'll  have  to  have 
support  equipment  for  organizational  level  maintenance.  If  you  oian 
to  go  to  an  intermediate  level  maintenance,  then  vou're  talking  about 
more  su,.port  equioment. 

Interview  4 

Burch.  Col  Thomas.  Chief.  International  Affairs  Regional/Saudi 
Drvision  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for 
International  Affairs  (SAF/IARS)  and  Chief.  Morocco-US  Liaison 
Office  (MUSLO).  Rabat.  Morocco.  Dec  1988-Nov  1990.  Personal 
Interview.  Pentagon.  19  June  91.  (BURCH) 

Q:  What  are  the  advantages/disadvantages  between  ramD-to-ramp” 
transfers  and  AMARC  storage? 

A:  I  don't  see  any  advantages  in  sending  aircraft  to  AMARC.  !♦  vou 
send  them  to  AMARC.  the  FMS  country,  eventually,  has  to  pav  the 
transportation  charges  going  to  AMARC.  the  storage  charges  while 
they  are  there,  the  charges  for  long  term  storage  preparation. 
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maintenance  charges  while  in  storage,  and  charges  to  take  them  out 
of  storage.  I  can't  see  any  advantage  in  taking  an  aircraft  out  of 
AMARC  if  they  are  available  anywhere  else. 

Q:  If  we  want  to  do  business  where  we  send  the  aircraft  directly  to 
the  country,  what  procedure  do  you  envision  that  could  make  the 
support  equipment  and  spares  available  to  the  country  at  the  same 
time  that  we  deliver  the  airplanes? 

A;  That  is  really  a  tough  problem.  When  I  was  in  the  Pentagon  during 
the  1985'1987  timeframe,  working  in  the  Defense  department,  we 
transferred  about  forty  F-4Es  to  Turkey.  That's  when  the  F-4E  v/as  a 
really  hot  item  and  everybody  was  standing  in  line  to  get  them. 
Turkey  got  them  under  the  Southern  Region  Amendment.  That  was 
the  same  problem  then,  we  could  get  them  the  airplanes  for  free,  but 
the  support  equipment  and  spares  were  difficult  to  find.  AFLC.  the 
ILC  (AFLC-ILC).  and  a  project  officer  on  the  Air  Staff  spent  about  six 
months  going  to  almost  every  base,  talking  to  super-sergeants  and 
compiling  lists  of  what  was  available.  They  found  out  what  it  would 
take,  support  equipment  and  spares,  to  support  F-4Es.  and  this  is 
how  much  that  was  available  from  Seymor-Johnson.  Nellis,  or 
wherever  these  airplanes  were  coming  from.  There  was  a  difference 
that  had  to  be  funded  for  long  leadtime  support  equipment  and  long 
leadtime  spares  to  make  sure  that  when  the  airplanes  arrived  that 
everything  dove-tailed  together  and  you  had  a  fully  supportable 
package.  That  was  supposed  to  have  been  a  test  case.  It  looked 
really  good  on  paper,  everyone  gave  briefings  and  patted  each  other 


on  the  back.  The  airplanes  were  delivered,  then  after  the  two  year 
sitting  period  everything  was  a  bucket  of  worms.  Nothing  was  as  it 
seemed  to  be.  A  large  portion  of  the  excess  support  equipment  was 
not  useable  or  evaporated  before  it  got  to  Turkey.  It  was  just  a 
mess.  The  only  way  that  I  can  see  doing  it  successfully  Is  to  do  it 
the  way  we're  trying  to  do  with  Morocco  with  the  F-I6s  that  we're 
selling  them.  You  identify  them  soon  enough  and  put  together  a  full- 
up  two  year  support  equipment  and  spares  package,  have  a 
definitization  conference,  and  get  it  on  contract.  They're  buying  the 
stuff  from  production,  leadtime  away. 

Q;  When  will  the  airplanes  be  delivered?  Will  we  deliver  the 
supp'^rt  package  first? 

A:  Theoretically,  yes.  that  is  the  plan.  I  think  it  will  be  more 
successful  than  the  previous  F-4  sale  to  Turkey.  In  that  case,  they 
were  trying  to  get  into  the  USAF  supply  system  and  get  excess 
spares  and  support  equipment.  In  Morocco's  case,  they're  just 
getting  the  airplanes,  they're  not  getting  one  item  of  spares  or 
support  equipment  from  the  USAF  inventories.  They're  buying 
everything  leadtime  away.  Those  items  that  have  very  long 
leadtimes  and  can't  be  produced  before  the  airplanes  arrive,  thev're 


going  to  use  work-arounds.  General  Dynamics.  Westinghouse.  Pratt 
&  Whitney,  and  other  contractors  have  work-around  support 
equipment  to  fill  the  gap. 

Q;  What  type  arrangements  will  exist  between  the  contractors  and 
Morocco? 

A;  Some  of  the  support  equipment  will  possibly  be  leased,  or  it  may 
be  lust  some  temporary  equipment  that  the  contractor  can  provide. 
They  may  build  something  from  specifications,  or  move  something 
from  another  country.  When  the  genuine  article  with  a  national 
stock  number  arrives,  they'll  either  have  two  of  them  or  return  one. 
depending  on  the  condition  of  the  equipment  and  the  arrangement 
with  the  contractor. 

Q;  Recently,  policy  concerning  the  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund 
(SDAF)  was  changed  to  allow  the  purchase  long  leadtime  support 
equipment  and  long  leadtime  spares  in  anticipation  of  sales.  How 
may  this  affect  sales  of  this  nature? 

A:  It  could  do  nothing  but  good  If  it  works  out  that  way.  It  depends 
on  our  forecasting  capability.  How  can  we  look  into  our  crystal  ball 
and  predict  what  we'll  need  two.  four  or  more  years  from  now.  It's 
only  as  good  as  your  programmer's  ability  to  forecast  what  the  SDAF 
will  need  to  buy.  Originally.  SDAF  only  bought  end  items  and  no 


spare  parts.  DSAA  would  send  out  a  letter  to  all  the  SAOs  asking  for 
recommendations  on  things  to  buy.  Now  we've  pushed  It  down  to  the 
ILC  and  the  Air  Logistics  Centers  to  make  a  more  scientific  estimate 
of  what  we  need  based  on  previous  consumption  rates. 

Q:  Lt  Col  Schonenberg  suggested  that  support  equipment  is  the 
constraining  factor  in  many  sales.  Do  you  have  anv  ideas  on  how  we 
may  reduce  the  effect  of  support  equipment  shortages  or  offset  the 
effects  of  the  long  leadtimes? 

A:  Some  countries  are  more  experienced  or  more  knowledgeable  on 
how  to  field  or  integrate  a  svstem.  You  would  have  to  go  to  each 
individual  country  and  establish  what  support  equipment  thev  have 
and  how  they  use  it.  For  example.  Israel  buys  a  bunch  of  F-I6s.  Thev 
are  smart  enough,  or  experienced  enough,  to  know  how  much  support 
equipment  and  spares  to  lay  in.  They  may  not  benefit  very  much 
from  SDAF  procurement.  Egypt,  who  is  not  as  far  along  or  advanced, 
buys  the  same  types  of  aircraft,  and  In  almost  the  same  numbers. 

Yet.  they  want  to  get  rubber  on  the  ramp.  They  go  in  more  for  the 
systems  and  not  so  much  for  the  spares  and  support  equipment. 

They,  Egypt,  would  be  more  of  a  beneficiary  of  SDAF  procurement 
than  would  Israel.  But.  you  know,  there  is  a  hidden  agenda  in  SDAF. 
The  program  is  only  about  eight  to  ten  years  old.  The  reason  it  was 
set  up  IS  that  you  can't  use  U.S.  Government  funds  appropriated  to 
DoD  to  buy  in  anticipation  of  future  requirements.  To  get  around 


that  restriction.  General  Gast.  he  was  director  of  DSAA  from  about 
1983  to  1987.  started  SDAF.  It  took  special  legislation  through 
Congress,  an  amendment  to  the  Arms  Export  Control  Act.  to  get  it 
established.  It  started  out  with  about  S200  million  a  year  to  buy 
short  items.  It  was  intended  to  prevent  the  services  from  being 

raped  when  there  was  a  crises  somewhere,  like  when  Libya  invaded 
Chad  and  the  Chadians  needed  some  C-130  engines.  Instead  of 
stealing  them  form  the  USAF.  hopefully  they  were  available  from 
SDAF  assets.  That  is  why  SDAF  was  started.  When  we  buy  things 
through  SDAF.  we've  learned  through  the  years,  we've  bought  things 
that  just  sat  there.  If  your  forecasting  was  wrong,  no  one  ever 
wanted  it  and  the  U.S.  Government  didn’t  need  it  because  it  was 
obsolete.  One  of  the  prime  considerations  for  current  SDAF 
purchases  is  if  no  one  else  wants  it.  can  we  use  it? 

Q;  To  make  this  SDAF  idea  work,  do  we  need  better  forecasting  and 
better  requirements  computations? 

A:  We  need  those.  We  also  need  to  have  people  in  the  SAOs  close 
enough  to  their  counterparts  in  the  foreign  air  forces  that  they  can 
advise  them  on  their  forecasting  techniques.  To  do  that  you've  got  to 
know  them  personally  and  understand  their  environment,  and 
political  restrictions.  You  also  need  to  know  their  philosophv.  mode 
of  operations,  and  flying  hours  per  month.  It  starts  in  the  foreign 
country,  in  the  SAOs. 


Q;  When  we  plan  for  WRSK.  for  example  a  kit  for  30  days  at  a  bare 
base  location,  how  much  different  would  our  WRSK  be  from  a  30  days 
of  support  for  a  FMS  country?  Could  we  extend  that  same  logic  out 
to  12  months? 

A:  We  probably  could,  except  for  one  thing,  in  Desert  Storm  we 
operated  our  F-15s  alongside  the  Saudi's  F-15s.  They  either  didn't 
have  WRSK  or  theirs  were  not  like  ours.  They  could  not  fly  like  we 
did.  They  couldn't  maintain  the  same  rates,  the  number  of  hours,  or 
the  same  operational  ready  rate.  ...Let's  say.  for  the  sake  of 
argument,  that  we  fly  our  fighters  50  hours  per  month  per  aircraft. 

I  know  that  the  operational  ready  rate  for  F-I6s  is  approximately 
90'^o.  Our  philosophy  is  that  we  train  like  we  fight.  We  use  our 
pilots  and  airplanes  at  a  pretty  high  usage  rate.  A  U.S.  fighter  pilot 
gets  somewhere  around  twenty-five  to  thirty  hours  per  month 
depending  on  the  O&M  budget.  Other  countries  are  completely 
different.  The  Egyptians,  for  example,  mav  get  ten  hours  per  month. 
They  believe  that  their  airplanes  are  warfighting  assets  and  you 
don't  want  to  break  them,  or  wear  them  out  during  peacetime.  So. 
their  usage  rates  are  a  lot  different  form  ours.  You  can't  have  a 
standard  support  package  or  WRSK  for  different  countries.  Each  case 
IS  different  and  has  a  unique  set  of  characteristics. 


Q:  Is  there  any  existing  USAF  programs  that  we  can  use  to  forecast  a 
better  support  package  to  go  along  with  Foreign  Military  Sales  of 
aircraft? 

A;  Every  country  believes  that  they  can  better  determine  their  needs 
than  we  can.  Morocco  believes  that  we  initially  sold  them  things 
that  they  will  never  use.  and  in  fact  have  never  used.  It  all  goes 
back  to  the  USAF  applying  our  criteria  to  the  FMS  buyer.  In  the  six 
months  that  I've  been  in  this  job.  I've  been  involved  in  two 
definitization  conferences.  One  for  Israeli  F-16s  spares  and  one  for 
the  Egyptian  F-I6s.  In  each  case  it  was  the  countries  third  buy. 

They  have  verv  definite  ideas  about  what  they  want  to  do  and  believe 
that  they  know  their  situation  better  than  we  do.  They  see  the 
^eams  come  in  from  the  ILC  with  their  reams  of  computer  printouts. 
They  throw  up  their  hands  and  tell  us  that  they  don't  want  a  lot  of 
stuff  that  they'll  never  use.  They'll  take  their  time  and  hand 
massage  each  list  to  their  satisfaction.  We  can't  tell  them  what  to 
do. 

Q:  What  do  you  see  in  the  immediate  future  for  USAF  Foreign 
Military  Sales? 

A;  First  of  all.  we're  not  going  to  be  retiring  and  replacing  as  many 
airplanes  as  we  thought  we  were.  Until  just  recently  we  had  planned 
to  retire  about  six  hundred  A&B  models  (F-I6s)  m  the  next  three  to 
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five  years.  Now.  rather  than  building  one  hundred  and  eighty  F-I6s 
each  year,  we're  only  going  to  build,  maybe  thirty  each  year.  There 
just  isn't  going  to  be  a  lot  of  airplanes  for  sale.  All  of  our  foreign 
customers  are  smart  enough  to  know  the  newer  generation  aircraft 
have  much  greater  capabilities  and  reliability  and  maintainability  is 
much  better.  A  few  years  ago.  about  five  to  be  exact,  the  F-4Es 
were  the  hottest  thing  going.  Now  we  can't  give  them  away.  If  we 
retire  the  A-10.  no  one  will  want  them.  We've  tried  to  sell  them 
through  FMS.  Fairchild  tried  unsuccessfully  for  ten  years  to  seli 
them  as  new  airplanes  ail  over  the  world.  No  one  wanted  a  single 
role  airplane  such  as  the  A-10.  Right  now  every  country  in  the  world 
who  can  remotely  afford  the  F-16  Is  jockying  for  position  to  acquire 
them.  The  future  for  FMS  is  to  support  the  airplanes  currently  in  the 
field  and  possibly  new  production  aircraft.  However,  the  economies 
of  scale  that  has  made  airplanes  like  the  F-ie  so  attractive  to 
foreign  buyers  is  likely  to  go  away  as  the  USAF  reduces  its 
requirements.  The  future  of  FMS  is  to  support  the  aircraft  currentiv 
in  position  around  the  world. 


Bibliography 


1.  Afailal.  Col  Mohamed  (Royal  Moroccan  Air  Force).  Foreign 
Military .  Sales:  The  Buyer's  View  or  the„',Fait  Acompli'. 

Montgomery  AL;  Air  War  College.  March  1986. 

2.  AFLC/LOC  "F-5  Programming  Actions".  Electronic  Message. 
081300Z.  8  March  1984. 

3.  Air  Force  Audit  Agency.  Report  of  Audit  Review., of  the  Flying 
Hour,  Programs,  Used  ..in  Becpyerable  _Spa_re,s  Requirements 
Computations  [Project  .0126112.4,.  (Drafti].  Wright-Patterson 
AFB  OH;  HQ  AFLC,  Office  of  the  Inspector  General.  27  March  9i. 

4.  Air  Force  Logistics  Command.  Recoverable  Consumption  item 
Requirements  System  _(D0-41 ).  AFLCR  57-4  (C2).  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB  OH;  HQ  AFLC.  24  January  1986. 

5.  Burch.  Col  Thomas.  Chief.  International  Affairs  Regional/Saudi 
Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
for  International  Affairs  (SAF/IARS)  and  Chief.  Morocco-US 
Liaison  Office  (MUSLO).  Rabat.  Morocco.  December  1988- 
November  1990.  Personal  Interview.  Pentagon.  19  June  91. 

6.  Cherry.  Capt  Lee.  Logistics  Officer.  Weapons  Branch/Plans  & 
Programs  Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  for  international  Affairs  (SAF/AIPPW).  Personal 
Interview.  Pentagon.  19  June  91. 

7.  Cleva.  Greg.  GM-14,  Director.  Special  Defense  Acquisition  Fund 
Policy  Branch.  Personal  Interview.  Defense  Security  Assistance 
Agency. (DSAA)  Pentagon.  19  June  91. 

8.  Defense  Logistics  Agency/DLA-O.  "Status  of  F-4  Aircraft 
Program."  Electronic  Message.  151657Z.  15  May  1990. 


9.  Deoartment  of  Defense.  Security  Assistance  Management 
Manual.  DOD  5105.38M.  Washington:  Defense  Security 
Assistance  Agency.  1  March  91. 

10.  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  BPPBS  3  _(D_raft}.  Directorate  of 
Programs  &  Evaluation.  DCS/Programs  &  Resources.  Washington 
DC:  January  89. 

11.  Edwards.  Capt  Lewis  J..  Air  Force  Logistics  Officer.  Morocco/US 
Liaison  Office  (MUSLO).  September  87-April  90.  Personal 
Interview.  Air  Force  institute  of  Technology  (AFIT).  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB  OH.  16  July  91. 

12.  Emory.  William  C.  Business.  Research  ^Methods.  Homewood  IL: 
Richard  C.  Irwin.  Inc..  1895  (Third  Edition). 

13.  Grafton.  Jeff.  Country  Manager.  Tunisia.  Personal  Interviews. 
International  Logistics  Center  (AFLC-ILC/ECMA).  Wright- 
Patterson  AFB  OH.  10-12  April.  16-17  May  91. 

14.  Hager.  Col  Robert  J..  Director  of  Programs.  Personal  interview. 
HQ  AFLC/XPP.  Wright- Patterson  AFB  OH.  23  April  91. 

15.  Hill.  Maj.  Bob.  Project  Officer.  Personal  Interview.  HQ 
AFLC/XPPMD.  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  7  May  91. 

16.  HQ  AFLC/MI.  "Support  of  Retiring  F-5  Aircraft."  Electronic 
Message.  181544Z.  18  April  1988. 

17.  Kramer.  Tom.  Chief.  Recoverable  Item  Branch.  Personal 
Interview.  HQ  AFLC/XRII.  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  14  May  91. 

18.  Kubilki.  Diane.  Chief.  Programs  Branch.  Personal  Interview.  HQ 
AFLC/XPPI.  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  23  April  91. 

19.  MacDonald.  Lt  Col  Angus.  Program  Officer.  Weapons 
Branch/Plans  &  Programs  Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputv 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for  International  Affairs 
(SAF/AIPPW).  Personal  Interview.  Pentagon.  19  June  91. 


20.  Mobley.  Mane.  Chief.  Stock  Fund  Division.  Personal  lnterviev\/. 
HQ  AFLC/FMBS.  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  9  May  91. 

21.  Nash-Kirk.  Vivian.  Chief.  South  American  Division.  Personal 
Interviews.  International  Logistics  Center  (AFLC-ILC/GBK'i. 
Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  8-9  May  91. 

22.  Pugh.  Donald.  Director  of  Plans  and  Policy.  Personal  interview. 
International  Logistics  Center,  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  27 
August  1990. 

23.  Schonenberg.  Lt  Col  Paul  M..  "Security  Assistance 
Programming;  A  New  Approach."  Defense  Jnstitute  of  Security 
Assistance  Management  XPISAM)  Journal.  XX:  100-104  (Summer 
89). 

24.  Schonenberg.  Lt  Col  Paul  M.  and  Lt  Col  Angus  McDonald.  "Minutes 
of  F:5  Disposition  Meetjng^  SA-ALC..^  KeJIy  AFB,  TX," 

HQUSAF/LE YY/PRIB.  Washington  DC.  15-15  November  1988. 

25.  Schonenberg.  Lt  Col  Paul  M.  "Background  Paper  on  Logistics 
Supportability  _of  Retiring  Aircraft"  HQ  USAF/LEYYC. 

Washington  DC.  29  February  1988. 

26.  Schonenberg.  Lt  Cot  Paul  M..  Policy/Management  Branch  Chief 
of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for 
International  Affairs  (SAF/IAPPM).  Personal  Interview. 

Pentagon.  19  June  91. 

2  7.  Shirey.  Cathy  A..  Logistics  Manager.  South  American  Division. 
Personal  Interview.  International  Logistics  Center  (AFLC- 
ILC/GBKS).  Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  2  May  91. 

28.  Smith.  Brad.  Chief.  FMS  Policy.  Personal  Interview.  HQ  AFLC. 
Wright-Patterson  AFB  OH.  3  Mav  91. 


Vita 


Captain  Lewis  J.  Edwards  was  born  12  June  1952  in  Memphis. 
Tennessee.  He  graduated  from  Ripley  High  School  in  Ripley. 
Tennessee  in  1970.  He  enlisted  in  the  U.S.  Army  and  served  with 
both  the  3d  and  11th  Armored  Cavalry  Regiments.  He  separated  from 
the  U.S.  Army  m  June  1978  and  entered  Dversburg  State  Communitv 
College.  Dyersburg.  Tennessee.  He  graduated  from  Memphis  State 
University.  Memphis.  Tennessee  with  a  Bachelor  of  Business 
Administration  and  was  commissioned  in  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Reserve 
in  December  1982.  He  served  first  at  Carswell  AFB.  Texas  and  then 
at  Dyess  AFB.  Texas  as  Material  Management  Officer  in  Base  Supply, 
In  January  1987.  he  was  assigned  to  the  Presidio  of  Monterey. 
Monterey.  California  for  six  months  of  foreign  language  training  in 
preparation  for  an  assignment  to  the  Morocco/U.S.  Liaison  Office 
(MUSLO).  Rabat  Morocco  as  the  USAF  Logistics  Officer  working  with 
the  Royal  Moroccan  Air  Force.  In  this  position,  he  was  responsible 
for  67  Foreign  Military  Sales  contracts  with  a  value  exceeding  S264 
million.  Upon  completion  of  his  tour  in  Morocco.  Captain  Edwards 
entered  the  School  of  Systems  and  Logistics.  Air  Force  Institute  of 
Technology,  in  May  1990. 


Permanent  Address:  Lewis  J.  Edwards 

4820  Redbay  Drive 
Dayton  OH  45424 


v)  ') 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


Form  Approved 
OMB  No.  0704-0188 


PgOlic  reDOrtinq  Durden  for  ihi%  collection  of  information  estimated  to  ai^erage  ^  ►'Our  oer  '■esporse.  including  the  time  for  reviewing  instrurticns.  searching  existing  data  sources, 
gathering  and  maintaining  the  data  needed,  and  completing  and  reviewing  the  coHemon  of  information  >end  comments  reaardmg  this  burden  estimate  or  any  other  aspect  of  this 
coHecTion  of  information,  including  suggestions  for  reducing  this  puiden  to  JVashmgton  Headquarters  Services.  Directorate  for  information  Operations  and  Reports.  U 15  Jefferson 
Oavis  Highway.  Suite  1204  Arlington.  VA  22202-4302.  and  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.  Paperwork  Reduction  Project  (0704-0188).  Washington,  DC  20503- 


3.  REPORT  TYPE  AND  OATES  COVERED 


1.  AGENCY  USE  ONLY  (leave  blank) 


4.  TITLE  AND  SUBTITLE 


"RAMP-TO-RAMP"  TRANSFERS  OF  FOREIGN  MILITARY  SALES 
AIRCRAFT  AND  RELATED  LOGISTICS  PROBLEMS _ 


6.  AUTHOR(S) 

Lewis  J.  Edwards.  Capt,  USAF 


7.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME(S)  ANO  AOORESS(ES) 


8.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION 
REPORT  NUMBER 


Air  Force  Institute  of  Technology,  WPAFB  OH  45433-6583 


AFIT/GLM/LSR/91S-16 


9.  SPONSORING /MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME(S)  ANO  AOORE5S(ES) 


10.  SPONSORING /MONITORING 
AGENCY  REPORT  NUMBER 


12a.  DISTRIBUTION  /  AVAILABILITY  STATEMENT 


12b.  DISTRIBUTION  CODE 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited 


13.  ABSTRACT  (Maximum  200  words) 


■  This  thesis  examined  the  concept  of  "ramp-to-ramp”  aircraft  transfers  in  the 
Foreign  Military  Sales  Program.  Avoidance  of  storage  costs  was  the  major  benefit  of  this  concept, 
and  the  lack  of  support  equipment  and  spare  parts  are  the  major  drawbacks.  Planning  and 
coordination,  logistical  problems,  and  conflicting  USAF  regulations,  programs,  and  policies  were 
examined  to  determine  the  effect  each  had  on  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer  of  the  last  remaining 
F-5  aircraft  to  FMS  countries.  A  study  of  background  papers,  electronic  messages,  minutes  from 
meetings,  and  published  articles  was  used  to  develop  an  understanding  of  the  organization  and 
planning  process  involved  with  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfer  of  aircraft.  Personal  Interviews 
described  strengths,  weaknesses,  and  problems.  The  concept  worked  better  in  theory  than  in 
practice.  The  lack  of  sufficient  support  equipment  to  accompany  delivery  of  the  aircraft  was  the 
most  constraining  factor.  Political  considerations,  lack  of  logistical  planning  tools,  and  conflicting 
organizational  goals  reduced  the  effectiveness  of  "ramp-to-ramp"  transfers.  The  prc  lems 
associated  with  the  "ramp-to-ramp"  concept  may  be  alleviated  through  better  management  of 
support  equipment,  elimination  of  individual  organizational  goals,  a  systematic  view  of  FMS.  and  a 
modernization  of  the  weapon  systems  in  the  forces  of  allied  and  friendly  nations.  -  i. 
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